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CHAPTER I. INTRODUCTION 
This study was designed as a comparative analysis of academic 
advising delivery in public community colleges, and in The League for 
Innovation in the Community College. Information was elicited concerning 
advising programs for the purposes of identifying model components, 
ascertaining trends, furthering existing research, and ultimately 
contributing to future institutional planning in the two-year college. 
The literature in the field of higher education reflects numerous 
references by educational professionals acknowledging academic advising as 
an important tool for facilitating student success goals, and increasing 
institutional retention rates (Beal & Noel, 1980; Ender, Winston & Miller, 
1982). Carstensen and Silberhorn (1979) and Jaffe (1989) saw academic 
advising as a retention tool in all of higher education. Astin (1975) in 
a national study proposed improving academic performance through 
counseling, honors programs, research, and other special academic programs 
as a practical recommendation to reduce drop-out numbers. Habley (1981) 
states that "the delivery of quality advising services can make a major 
contribution to the creation of a staying environment" (p. 49). Habley 
(1988) also states, "Substantive advising services are prerequisite to the 
successful transition of students . . . [and] their persistence to 
completion" (p. 11). 
Tinto's (1975) study also suggested that positive social interaction 
with faculty increased student retention behaviors. Tinto saw the 
"reciprocal relationship" between academic integration and structural 
integration as influences for student persistence. He stated (p. 323): 
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Through exploring the relationship between such key terms as 
academic integration and social integration and measures of 
the advising process, this section has attempted to provide an 
overview, albeit an admittedly cloudy picture, of how such 
constructs can interact within the context of academic 
advising. Persistence models do, however, provide a mechanism 
for evaluating the contributions of academic advising within 
students' institutional experiences. Validity for examining 
advising variables as a subset of persistence models also may 
be found in the fact that in order for academic advising to 
portend an impact in student lives, students must be part of 
the institutional environment that provides such assistance. 
Boyer (1987, p. 56), in another national research project, examined 
the undergraduate experience and stated: 
We strongly urge that all institutions, large and small, plan 
a comprehensive program of counseling and advising throughout 
the freshman year. Full-time professionals, who report to the 
chief academic officer of the college, should coordinate the 
program. 
Terry O'Banion (1972, p. 62), in discussing community college 
advising models, described "a logical sequence of steps to be followed in 
the process of academic advising . . . including the following dimensions: 
(1) exploration of life goals, (2) exploration of vocational goals, (3) 
program choice, (4) course choice, and (5) scheduling courses." 
Ender, Winston and Miller (1984, p. 19) defined.developmental 
academic advising as a "systematic process based on a close student 
advisor relationship intended to aid students in achieving educational, 
career and personal goals through the full range of institutional and 
community resources." Further defining the quality of academic advising 
systems, they stated propositions for improving academic advising: 
1. Change the purpose, structure and nature of academic advising 
to be a teaching/learning activity designed to stimulate 
personal intellectual growth as well as a psychological/social 
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support function. This does include a final step of 
administrative record keeping. 
2. Academic advising is a total institutional concern. 
3. The best way to reconceptualize the process of academic 
advising is to separate the class scheduling and registration 
functions. 
4. The "best prospect" for reaching developmental advising goals 
is the creation of undergraduate advising centers, staffed by 
faculty and student affairs staff and adequate support 
personnel. 
5. At least three hours a year of individualized, focused 
attention is the recommended time for each student. The focus 
would be guided by personal assessment, academic/personal goal 
identification and strategy planning. 
In discussing contemporary planning for nontraditional student 
populations. Cross, Valley and Associates (1974) recognized the role of 
advising by stating "nontraditional programs offer frequent academic and 
educational advising and counseling. Nearly half (47%) offer intensive 
and continued advisement throughout their length. . . . Intensive 
counseling is more common in programs located on campus, at home, or in 
the field than in those meeting in other locations" (p. 83). 
The sample population of two-year public colleges utilized for this 
research was made up of members of the League for Innovation. Analyzing 
the academic advising delivery systems in the League will highlight 
strategies which have been utilized by a carefully chosen group of 
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influential two-year colleges recognized as innovative by their peers. 
These academic advising components can be isolated for study leading to 
development of successful models at the community college level. 
The League for Innovation is a non-profit community college 
consortium founded in 1968 whose eighteen-member districts are located 
throughout the United States and Canada. The districts include 46 
campuses and enroll 500,000 students (Betts, 1992). Marchelle Sasaran-Fox 
(1989) conducted an in-depth case study chronicling the significant 
history and accomplishments of the League. 
As part of the history, Fox summarizes the League of Innovation 
conceptual framework. She reports (pp. 139-140): 
The organizational tenets, as described by charter members in 
the [1968] League for Innovation, were informally developed 
through a group consensual process (Minutes of the Board 
Meeting of the League for Innovation in the Community College, 
May 27, 1968). League members agreed upon the following 
guidelines: First, the CEOs of member institutions wanted a 
forum of peers for examining issues and problems that they 
held in common. Second, the new Board members desired an 
opportunity to exchange ideas in open dialogue . . . (Piast, 
personal communication, April 30, 1985). Third, the new Board 
members wanted access to the experiences of their peers to 
strengthen their own performance in leadership roles. . . . 
Fourth, members wanted arrangements for league operations to 
be open and flexible . . . some projects would involve one or 
two colleges, some the whole membership. Fifth, commitment to 
the league by CEOs on the Board would be assured because 
alternate representation would not be allowed. Sixth, members 
wanted the size of the consortium to remain small enough so 
that the group would be highly personalized and informal. 
Seventh, . . . the presidency of the Board of Directors would 
rotate throughout the group so that each CEO would have a 
turn. 
Further League of Innovation history and its accomplishments will be found 
in the Review of Literature. 
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Terry O'Banion, current Executive Director of the League for 
Innovation, reviewed community college academic advising components in 
1972. At that time, academic advising in the two/four-year institutions 
was synonymous with faculty-only advising. But the task of academic 
advising at community colleges was quite different. This difference was 
illustrated in O'Banion's early work based on a national survey sponsored 
by the American Association of Junior Colleges (AAJC) during the 1967-68 
academic year. The survey helped to determine the types of academic 
advising systems being utilized nationally by two-year institutions, and 
considered by institutional representatives to be most favorable. Trends 
in academic advising were highlighted. The institutional variables 
considered were size of enrollment, age of the colleges, composition of 
the student body, and college affiliation (public, private, or religious). 
The general conclusions made were as follows: 
1. Diversity characterized academic advising in community 
colleges. 
2. Mixed systems of academic advising (including both counselors 
and instructors) were prevalent. 
3. Even in faculty-centered advising systems, academic advising 
was primarily seen as a student personnel service with the 
coordination of advising functions being done by the Dean of 
Students (26.6%) or by the Dean of Instruction (19.2%). 
4. The size of advisee load was generally 15-39 where faculty 
only advise; in "Instructor-Counselor" systems, counselors' 
advisee load was between 100-150, and if counselors had most 
6 
or all of the advising responsibilities, the advisee load 
ranged from 300 to 400. 
5. Advising was mostly a one-to-one process. 
6. Training methods were primarily in-service meetings and 
infozrmal person-to-person talks. 
7. Academic advising generally was considered part of faculty's 
assignment. 
8. If there was any evaluation, it usually consisted of informal 
reports from students, instructors and counselors. 
9. Representatives' perceptions were that their academic advising 
systems were meeting the needs of the students. 
10. Mixed systems of academic advising utilizing both counselors 
and faculty were predicted to be the most popular academic 
advising system of the future. 
These conclusions were drawn from academic advising systems nationally, 
and were early indications of advising development for the contemporary 
trends reported in this research. 
Currently, there is not one standard model of academic advising in 
community college institutions. Academic advising services are dynamic 
and multifaceted; therefore, contemporary delivery systems present an 
institution-by-institution challenge. By utilizing the League membership, 
the American College Testing program survey (Third National ACT Survey of 
Academic Advising [Habley, Crockett, & Cowart, 1987]) and national data, 
this researcher will attempt to analyze academic advising delivery system 
components for future model development. Frequencies and trends will 
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provide faculty and administration on individual campuses with additional 
information for their services and planning strategy. 
Wesley R. Habley, past president of the National Academic Advising 
Association, is presently associate director of the American College 
Testing National Center for the Advancement of Educational Practices. ACT 
has been a primary influence on contemporary higher education research, 
and has as one of its major thrusts, facilitating the student adjustment 
from high school to college. It has demonstrated this focus by multiple 
approaches; i.e., presentations at association meetings, national and 
regional seminars, the ACT Summer Institute on Academic Advising, three 
national surveys on advising, and the latest publication of The Status and 
Future of Academic Advising (1988). 
The contributing authors in The Status and Future of Academic 
Advising all have practical experience in the field of academic advising. 
The editor and contributing author, Wesley R. Habley, assembled experts 
such as Virginia N. Gordon, an authority in the training of academic 
advisors as well as the director of the National Clearinghouse for 
Academic Advising, and past president of NACADA, and David S. Crockett, 
recipient for ACT of the First Research Award for Outstanding 
Contributions to the Field of Academic Advising from the National Academic 
Advising Association. Habley also coauthored the third ACT National 
Survey of Academic Advising and promoted a theory of organizational models 
for advising services (1983). His 1983 work was expanded in 1987 when 
Habley reviewed seven organizational models for academic advising 
programs. Those models' descriptive typology were as follows: faculty-
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only, supplementary, split advising, dual advising, total intake, 
satellite, and self-contained (see Definitions). 
Student success models of advising are a direct result of 
collaborative efforts, and the effective utilization of institutional 
resources and faculty/staff participation. A 1987 League for Innovation 
publication titled Assuring Student Success in the Community College - The 
Role of Student Development Professionals, stated the following; 
This statement assumes that the goal of student development 
and the fundamental mission of community colleges are 
identical: to assure student success . . . professionals have 
the responsibility not only to provide the conditions and 
opportunities in which students might succeed but to determine 
and prescribe practices that lead to success. (p. 1) 
Academic advising, like many higher education topics, is usually 
studied from the perspective of the four-year college institutional type. 
Those students who persist to complete the bachelor's degree for entry 
into the world of work or continue for graduate education have been the 
majority population in the past for research samples. 
This study is aimed at those individuals concerned with 
institutional planning for two-year colleges, academic advising for 
student populations, and community college professionals concerned with 
retention tools. Current higher education and labor market studies 
indicate two primary guiding trends: (1) the growing student population 
of the future will be diverse in age, gender and interest (Levine, 1980; 
Cross, 1976; 1979); and (2) the future workplace will require post-
secondary training (Hudson Institute, 1989). Therefore, it is no surprise 
that the projected community college student population figures indicate 
growth through the nineties. 
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Statement of the Problem 
The field of professional academic advising is relatively new as a 
specialized service role in higher education; however, it previously 
existed informally with faculty facilitation. While it is now a commonly 
practiced and utilized institutional student service, it is not uniformly 
defined or universally understood. By definition, public community 
colleges are primarily open-door institutions and responsive to the often 
divergent needs of the local communities. Addressing the problems of two-
year institutions is complex and evolving. Additional research which is 
limited to the institutional type is needed. 
The parameters of the problem, therefore, lie in the make-up of the 
institutions studied (all of which are public two-year institutions) and 
the characteristics which frequently occur in the data. The problem is to 
identify effective academic advising components in public community 
colleges for utilization in future model(s) development. 
The continued examination of academic advising trends and model 
development stands as the core concern of this study. Community college 
identity and goals have not been static in the 20th century; therefore, 
academic advising components must continue to be constantly reviewed and 
models updated. 
Purpose of the Study 
The primary purpose of this research was to identify and evaluate 
the academic advising data derived from the 1987 ACT survey sent to a 
national sample of community colleges, and from the 1992 survey of the 
League for Innovation institutions, and to highlight effective 
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institutional practices in order to analyze the components of community 
college academic advising models. The rationale for selecting the 1987 
ACT survey was based on the unique data it generated. Habley (1983) 
indicated that the inclusive characteristics of academic advising reflect 
institutional variables as well as other factors, and he reviewed the 1987 
survey in the Status and Future of Academic Advising (1988). 
These frequently utilized advising variables as well as other 
characteristic advising trends should be evident in the colleges 
represented by the 1992 League membership. These colleges are recognized 
in the development of educational practices which contribute to student 
success. Their utilization of resources and experimentation in all areas 
of community college development makes these institutions appropriate for 
review (see the Literature Review for additional discussion). 
The purposes of this study were: 
1. To examine, identify and compare contemporary academic 
advising practices in two-year public colleges utilizing The 
League for Innovation and the ACT 1987 national data. 
2. To examine The League for Innovation and other influential 
organizations which impact community college academic 
advising. 
3. To determine models.for academic advising systems as they 
exist in The League for Innovation. 
4. To analyze research presented in the Review of Literature on 
frequently utilized methods of academic advising. 
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5. To explore current literature on community college academic 
advising as a theoretical framework for analysis; and to 
enhance the communication of findings. 
6. To develop advising services recommendations. 
Research Questions 
The descriptive data generated will be used to answer the following 
questions: 
1. Who coordinates and organizes campus advising systems? 
2. What organizational structure houses advising services-
academic unit or department? 
3. What are the functions and who are the personnel in the 
advising offices? 
4. What are the advising functions when instructional faculty 
advise? 
5. What are the training and evaluation components utilized? 
6. What is the overall institutional effectiveness of advising 
programs? 
Hypotheses 
The following hypotheses formed the basis for the selection of 
research activities for this study: 
There will be no significant difference in score or measures of 
institutional effectiveness between League for Innovation institutions 
compared on the following variables: 
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1. Enrollment size—institutions with enrollments of under 10,000 
compared to institutions with enrollments of over 10,000. 
2. Reporting structure—institutions with academic advising 
coordinated by a Director of Counseling compared to 
institutions with academic advising coordinated by a Director 
of Advising. 
3. Academic advising policy—institutions with a written academic 
advising policy compared to institutions without a written 
academic advising policy. 
4. Delivery system—institutions which use faculty members as 
advisors compared to institutions with centralized advising. 
Significance of the Study 
Research reflects a trend toward continued growth and complexity in 
community college student bodies. The Chronicle of Higher Education 
(August 1992) published projections of college enrollment which indicated 
"In this era of economic uncertainty, community colleges are taking on an 
increasingly important role in higher education" (p. 3). The community 
college, in the 20th century, has become an integral and unique part of 
public education in the United States. The Hudson Institute's 1987 
projections in Workforce 2000 called for technical training and/or 
additional years of post high school education. According to Workforce 
2000. four key trends characterize the end of the 20th century: 
1. American economy will grow; 
2. American manufacturing as a major factor in the economy will 
shrink; 
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3. Workers will become older, more female, and disadvantaged; and 
4. New entrants in the new service jobs will have higher skill 
levels. 
Diversity in public community colleges is one of the major 
characteristics of the changing student body (Gillette-Karem, Roueche, & 
Roueche, 1991; Nora, 1987). The League represents a sample of community 
colleges which serves a significant number of minority students (Sasaran-
7ox, 1989). High numbers of minority students attend St. Louis, Cuyahoga. 
Miami-Dade, Dallas, Maricopa, and Central Piedmont. Cuyahoga Community 
College ranks first in black student enrollment. More Hispanic students 
enroll at Miami-Dade than any other higher education institution in the 
United States. This trend and those mentioned in Workforce 2000 will 
dictate changes in the community colleges as student populations become 
even more diverse in make-up and in needs. 
Challenges that face the American workforce will, in turn, influence 
academic advising at public community colleges. In order for institutions 
to effectively meet the economic, societal, and student challenges of the 
future, research is needed which will result in guidelines and models for 
all aspects of community college programs, but especially in the area of 
academic advising. This study will contribute to the needed research, and 
could be especially beneficial to community college administrators, 
practitioners, and experts in the area of retention. A study such as this 
could also bring together the latest and best qualities of successful 
advising programs, aid in developing models, and ultimately contribute to 
improved services in the future. 
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Definitions 
Academic advising models 
Dual Model; Students have two advisors—teaching faculty who advise 
students on departmental curriculum information, and a generalist advisor 
who provides information on general requirements, procedures, and 
policies. 
Facultv-Onlv Model; Students are assigned to a member of the 
teaching faculty for advising. 
Satellite Model; Each division, department, or school within an 
institution is responsible for advising. 
Self-contained Model; The advising unit is centralized. 
Split Model; The advising office has a primary focus of working 
with a specific group of students (adult, undecided, etc.) as they enter 
the college. Faculty members advise students interested in their 
discipline. 
Supplementarv Model; Advising is done through teaching faculty and 
an advising office whose primary focus is to dispense general and referral 
information. 
Total Intake Model; Administrative staff advises for a period of 
time; then a faculty member advises after time period requirements are met 
(Habley, 1983; Habley & McCauley, 1987). 
Terms 
AACJA. AAJC, AACC; The acronyms for the national community college 
organization advocating for issues relating to two-year institutions which 
began in 1921. 
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Accountability! Proving success or effectiveness both to a higher 
level of authority and to advisees. 
Advisee Information; Providing advisors with timely and accurate 
information on their advisees. 
Advisor: The professional person assigned the task of enabling 
students to make decisions concerning academic options, career goals, and 
college adjustment. Also referred to as professional advisor and not 
synonymous with faculty advisor. 
Advisor Selection; Identifying and selecting individuals to 
participate in advising. 
Advisor Traits; Advisors are willing to participate and have the 
skills and the time necessary to do an effective job. 
Campus-wide Communication; The pertinent interaction among and 
between deans, department heads, advisors, and the coordinator of advising 
if such a position exists. 
Campus-wide Coordination; The appropriate levels of support, 
direction, and supervision of the advising system. 
Counselor; The professional person who provides assistance to 
students, community individuals, and groups in the general areas of 
personal adjustment, consultation, and referral. May also have the duties 
of advisor. 
Evaluation: The systematic measurement of both the advising program 
and advisors. 
Faculty Advisor: An instructor who provides assistance to students 
majoring in the related discipline (see Advisor definition). 
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Institutional Effectiveness; The overall perception in the 
respondent's view of the program's positive impact on achievement of 
student goals; may also refer to the impact of National Academic Advising 
Association goals on the program. 
Meeting Student Needs; The method of providing for the individual 
advising needs of students. 
Paraorofessional Advisor; A trained aide, usually a non-student, 
who provides basic course information, resource identification, and 
referral sources. 
Peer Advisor; A fellow student trained to assist in class choice 
and scheduling usually sophomore. Peers work under the direction of 
professionals. 
Program Economv; The balance of meeting students' needs combined 
with the expenditure of human and fiscal resources. 
Recognition/Reward; The system for motivating and acknowledging 
quality advising. 
Reporting Structure; The individual(s) responsible for directing 
the programs of academic advising (e.g.. Director of Advising, Director of 
Counseling). 
Training; The program designed to improve advisors' skills. 
Limitations of the Study 
Consideration of the following limitations is recommended in making 
interpretations and drawing conclusions from the study; 
1. No two community colleges are alike in histories, 
environments, and resources. The League members exemplify 
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progressive community college education, and provide areas of 
common ground for review. The sample population is similar to 
many other institutions commonly referred to as two-year 
public institutions. 
2. Student characteristics vary more vastly at community colleges 
than at other institutions of higher education. 
3. League of Innovation members exemplify highly progressive 
community colleges. Not all colleges have the necessary 
support to achieve this high level. 
4. Respondents may be biased in their self-report even though 
confidentiality has been maintained. 
5. The study is limited by the researcher's analysis and 
presentation of the analysis of the data. 
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CHAPTER II. REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
Introduction 
This chapter cites selected literature and related research on 
community college academic advising. Because this project focused on the 
structure and effectiveness of advising systems, related background 
information was a prerequisite. This literature review will address 
research directly related to the history, current status, and trends of 
academic advising in the community college, and will consist of four 
parts. 
The first topic discussed is a brief history of community colleges. 
It is included in order to help set the scene for the subsequent topics. 
The second section is devoted to a brief description of the American 
College Testing programs which have become an integral part of the 
development of student services in community colleges as we know them 
today. Since ACT instruments were used to obtain data for this research 
project, it is important to provide background which will substantiate the 
quality of the instruments. 
The third area of literature researched is that which deals with the 
League for Innovation. There again, since League for Innovation member 
colleges were surveyed, it is necessary to provide data substantiating the 
prestige of the League, and citing its history and its vision in providing 
models of quality services to students. 
In the fourth and final section, an overview of academic advising in 
public community colleges is presented. This includes a history and also 
research indicating trends in delivery systems as one examines advising 
19 
status at public community colleges in 1987 and again at League for 
Innovation colleges in 1992. 
History of Community Colleges 
The history of community colleges as institutions of higher 
education is relatively brief when compared with that of colleges and 
universities. The 1901 opening of Joliet Junior College in Joliet, 
Illinois, signaled the early start of the institutional type known today 
as the community college. This was a new concept formalized by two 
educators, J. Stanley Brown, superintendent of Joliet Township High 
School, and William Rainey Harper, then president of the University of 
Chicago. This public institution would provide the local citizens with 
post-secondary education which could end with the Associate degree or 
serve as a college or university level transfer point. Over 1,200 
community college institutions exist today, less than one hundred years 
later. 
Brubaker and Rudy (1976) cited many factors influencing the early 
development of the American community college, but a primary guiding 
principle for development was "facilities" for the local community. They 
suggested that given the increase of students following the world wars, 
the community colleges "accommodated" masses of the American student 
population into higher education institutions. 
The philosophical ground for the organizational development of 
junior colleges dates back to Thomas Jefferson's ideal view of education. 
Vaughan (1980) linked Jefferson's goals of publicly financed support of 
education, an educated citizenry, and a broadening of training 
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opportunities. Vaughan's examination of community college history 
included interviews with Jeffersonian biographer Dumas Malone and Thomas 
Jefferson expert historian, Merrill D. Peterson. Peterson noted that 
Jefferson wanted evening school at the University of Virginia and a school 
of technical philosophy for "craftsmen." In a 1983 work titled Issues for 
Community College Leaders in a New Era. Vaughan proceeded from Jefferson's 
view to Justin Morrill's role in the Morrill Acts of 1862 and 1890 which 
directed government's major involvement in higher education toward the 
development of land-grant colleges. These acts of legislation introduced 
agricultural and mechanical courses and programs into the higher education 
institutions as a major focus. Early land-grant institutions were 
referred to as "people's" colleges (Ross, 1942). Later, community 
colleges borrowed that same name. 
The philosophical ground had been developed in the 19th century, but 
the actual junior college did not appear until the early 1900s when 
William Rainey Harper synthesized and promoted the ideas of William Watts 
Folwell, then the president of the University of Minnesota, and Henry D. 
Tappan, then the president of the University of Michigan, into the 
institutional organization of Joliet Junior College. Joliet, Illinois, 
was close to Chicago, which aided in the concept of feeder schools, and 
J. Stanley Brown was William Rainey Harper's friend and colleague. 
Other names in the early twentieth century community college 
development were Alexis Lange, regarded as philosopher of the community 
college movement, and Leonard V. Koos, a scholar recorder from 1924 
through the late 1960s. While teaching at the University of Minnesota and 
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the University of Chicago, Koos taught B. Lamar Johnson and S. V. 
Martorana, both advocates of the two-year institutions. Walter Crosby 
Eells and Jesse P. Bogue were contemporary writers with Lange and Koos and 
created bodies of research literature on the community college movement 
still used today. 
A national organization for junior/community colleges, the American 
Association of Junior Colleges, began in 1921. The name was later changed 
to American Association of Community and Junior Colleges and most recently 
to American Association of Community Colleges. The organization started 
as a national advocate to promote the mission and philosophy of community, 
technical, and junior colleges. 
Federal and state legislation continued to impact higher education, 
and President Truman's Commission on Higher Education for American 
Democracy in 1947 (Truman Commission) advocated a network of locally 
controlled colleges. The term "community college" was advanced. 
The sixties and seventies saw the role of community colleges 
increase, and K. Patricia Cross (1971; 1981) identified terms like the 
"new student," "adult students," and "life-long learning." A continued 
growth in women and other minorities, and the nontraditional student 
became the norm, and studant needs were addressed more by asking their 
needs than by telling them their requirements. Because of the diversity 
in the student body, the current curriculum usually includes programs 
ranging from literacy to lifelong learning. Community colleges seemed to 
be the best suited for quick need changes in policy and practice, and 
responsive to local needs for higher education/training. While these 
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colleges have attempted to meet the curricular and service challenges of a 
changing student body, there is an ever present awareness of "the issues 
of underrepresentation and underutilization of women and racial-ethnic 
minorities in higher education" (Gillett-Karam, Roueche, & Roueche, 1991, 
p. xi). Writing in Underreoreaentation and the Question of Diversity; 
Women and Minorities in the Community College. Gillett-Karam, Roueche, and 
Roueche focus "on the lack of representation, or underrepresentation, of 
women and members of racial and ethnic minorities in community college 
leadership" (p. xi). 
Remembering the foundation of community college education is 
egalitarianism guides our goals for the coming decade: It 
would be antithetical to the nature and mission of the 
community college not to recognize the discrimination of the 
past and not to seek to redress the injustices of 
underrepresentation. The challenge of representation is a 
historical mission of American citizens; the American 
revolution was fought over that right. Representation is the 
very core of our republic, and it provides the basis for our 
democracy. Obviously, this fact is an embedded assumption of 
American culture. Lack of representation violates the 
premises on which this nation was founded. (p. xi) 
Deegan and Tillery (1985) provide a brief historical framework 
for the evolution of two-year colleges. They refer to the framework 
as developmental periods or generations, as seen below: 
Generation 1: Extension of High School (1900-1930) 
Generation 2: Junior College (1930-1950) 
Generation 3: Community College (1950-1970) 
Generation 4: Comprehensive Community College (1970-mid 
19808) 
Generation 5: In process (mid 1980s through the 1990s) 
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A document which addressed developing a future strategic plan for 
contemporary community colleges was Building Communities - A Vision for a 
New Century (1988). In the late 19808, the American Association of 
Community and Junior Colleges developed a commission of nineteen experts 
to study the future of community colleges. The commission utilized 
research, hearings, visits and debates, and published its findings in the 
Building Communities... work. The document covered history and 
contemporary status and suggests recommendations for the community college 
of the 21st century. The recommendations for community college plans of 
operation included outreach and partnerships and, most especially, 
excellence in teaching. This mandate would be accomplished through 
qualified instructors, relevant curriculum, a positive classroom 
environment and campus quality of life, and administrative leadership. 
Gillett-Karam (1991) would add to these recommendations a focus on 
diversity on all levels. 
In the 1990s, a new emphasis is emerging, which could be 
called the era of developing diversity for community colleges. 
This era focuses on the avowed mission of the community 
college: that, as a mirror of society, the college will 
recognize racial-ethnic and gender diversity and work to 
include members of ethnic minorities and women in all 
leadership roles, including faculty administration, and 
support staff. (p. 7) 
The community college history has been that of the "people's 
college," with its characteristic of the "open-door" admissions policy, as 
the "community" in community college became not only a region to be 
served, but also an atmosphere to be created. "This evolving era, in 
which new leadership must be developed for a rapidly changing nation and 
world, once again places the community college at the forefront of higher 
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education in meeting the future needs of our society" (Gillett-Karam, 
1991). 
American College Testing 
American College Testing was founded in 1959 and became well known 
for its standardized college admissions testing program. The ACT 
Corporation governs it, and 36 states are represented in the corporation. 
It is an independent, not-for-profit organization "that provides a variety 
of educational services to students, and their parents, high schools and 
colleges, professional organizations, and business and governmental 
agencies" (Betts, 1992). According to Betts, ACT currently provides 
services in "admissions, guidance, placement, financial aid, outcomes 
assessment, professional certification and licensure," and more. 
Community college services include: 
ASSET—Course placement, assessment advising, retention 
CAAP—Outcome assessment 
DISCOVER—Career and educational planning 
FFS—Federally approved need analysis for financial aid 
SARA—Financial aid office management software 
All Calc/Tele Pell—Financial aid software 
ACT also does research and consulting and collaborates with other 
professional organizations such as AACC and League for Innovation in the 
Community College. 
When Betts (1990) surveyed community colleges asking that affilia­
tions with influential service and leadership organizations be identified, 
respondents named American College in the top ten (Table 1). 
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Table 1. Ranking of national organizations impacting community colleges 
(Betts, 1992) 
1. American Association of Community and Junior Colleges (AACJC) 
2. Association of Community College Trustees (ACCT) 
3. Regional accrediting associations 
3. League for Innovation in the Community College (League) 
5. National Institute for Staff & Organizational Development at Univ. 
of Texas (NISOD) 
6. State associations relating to community colleges 
6. The Presidents Academy (Academy) 
6. American Council on Education (ACE) 
9. Council for Advancement & Support of Education (CASE) 
10. American College Testing Program (ACT) 
10. Community College Leadership Program - Univ. of Texas (CCLP) 
The League for Innovation in the Community College 
A brief history of the League was included in Chapter I. In 
addition, literature indicates that a conference on the Experimental 
Community College was held in July, 1967. As a result, a task force was 
formed to explore B. Lamar Johnson's theory of shared community college 
innovations (Sasaran-Fox, 1989). The work of the task force, in 
cooperation with the Junior College Leadership Program at UCLA, produced 
the League for Innovation in the Community College in 1968. 
The League began with twelve member colleges and a small staff. The 
League demographics profile is now comprised of 18 member colleges with 46 
campuses and approximately 500,000 students. The colleges are located 
throughout the United States, with one being located in Canada. 
According to a League for Innovation brochure, it is a nonprofit 
educational consortium of progressive community colleges joined together 
in order to promote "experimentation and creative research on the unique 
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institutional type called the community college." While the member 
colleges are dissimilar in development/organization, they have similar 
roots (Vaughan, 1985). Most of the institutions were founded in Deegan 
and Tillery's (1985) "Third Generation," 1950-1970. 
The organization of the League is that of the "common table." A 
small group of members gather and discuss personal philosophy, issues, 
development of mutual interests, and tasks, all of which relate to 
community college education. The Board has set a policy of a maximum 
membership of twenty, and a policy of mutual selection of members. The 
following considerations are factors used for continued membership and/or 
new membership in the organization. The criteria include: 
institutional effectiveness 
innovative and experimental programs and practices in a variety of 
areas 
stability 
- high quality resources to share 
- quality leadership exhibited by the chief executive officer, key 
administrators, faculty, and the Board of Trustees 
- commitment on the part of the CEOs, and Board of Trustees to full 
participation including leadership for programs and activities 
- willingness and ability to incur the necessary expenditures of fund 
and staff time 
national or state recognition for institutions' programs/ 
organizations 
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The League's original mission was to encourage and evaluate new 
instructional methods and experimentation in aspects of junior college 
operation (Fox, 1989). Fox's study further supports, 
the notion that one of the elements of the League's success 
appears to have revolved around the limited size of the League 
and in the design of complex and interrelated leader-follower 
roles . . . commitments among League members and the Executive 
Director have always been exemplified by the following: 
1. They have a commitment to the comprehensive community college 
m i s s i o n  a n d  t h e  c o n c e p t  o f  u n i v e r s a l  a c c e s s  . . . .  
2. Everyone in the League has been dedicated to pursuing personal 
and institutional excellence and maintaining the highest 
p r o f e s s i o n a l  s t a n d a r d s  . . . .  
3. The Executive Director and the League members have 
h i s t o r i c a l l y  a c c e p t e d  c h a n g e  . . . .  
4. The League has always expressed a belief in (a) the need for 
the existence of a voluntary organization . . . that could act 
as an instrument for initiating and easing the change process 
within the community college movement; and (b) the viability 
of the League's ambition, goals, and projects. 
5. The League membership has always shared a value for the 
i n t e g r i t y  o f  t h e  L e a g u e  a s  a n  o r g a n i z a t i o n  o f  p e e r s  . . . .  
6. Finally, the League has valued leadership. (pp. 294-296) 
Executive Directors, in the over twenty years of its existence, have 
provided quality leadership. The Executive Directors' names and tenures 
have been as follows: 
B. Lamar Johnson, 1968-75 
Terry O'Banion, 1975-80 
Robert Lea, 1981-83 
Terry O'Banion, 1983-Present 
Betts' (1990) survey and analysis of community college service/ 
leadership organizations serve as a resource for identifying organizations 
which have influenced the history and growth of the two-year institutions. 
Responses to "Organizational Affiliations of Respondents' Colleges" are 
ranked below according to frequency of response: 
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1. American Association of Community and Junior Colleges (AACJC, 
now AACC) 
2. Association of Community College Trustees (ACCT) 
3. League for Innovation/Regional Accrediting Associations tied 
(Table 1). 
The fact that the League ranks so highly in a field of the fifteen top 
affiliations is an indication of the high esteem in which it is held. 
Another example of the regard for the League of Innovation came in 
1986 when the AACJC Commission on the Future of Community Colleges 
included in its membership three League college presidents and its 
Executive Director. Two additional League presidents served as ex officio 
members. 
A further example of the positive commitment the League has to 
improving community college services is the publication. Assuring Student 
Success in the Communitv College - The Role of Student Development 
Professionals (1987). Its statement has been endorsed by Commission XI of 
the American College Personnel Association, the National Council on 
Student Development of the American Association of Community and Junior 
Colleges, and the Community College Task Force of the National Association 
of Student Personnel Administrators. Terry O'Banion calls the statement a 
contemporary guide prepared "in response to contemporary issues facing 
community colleges" (p. iii). The publication states that "the goal of 
student development and the fundamental mission of community colleges are 
identical: to assure student success" (p. 1). 
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In keeping with the mission as stated, the following topics were 
included in recommendations: Student services (intake, process monitoring 
and outcomes); increased student association and involvement; services 
which assist in overcoming barriers to persistence in college; programs of 
competence in academic and skill areas; coordination with other 
organizations (linkages with high schools, other colleges and public and 
private sector business organizations); and utilizing state of the art 
technology and staff development. The statement ended with a brief 
section on "The Ethic of Assuring Student Success." Throughout the work, 
terms related to academic advising such as "orientation," "assessment," 
"course placement," "educational planning," and "career planning" were 
utilized. The work was intended to address a broad spectrum of 
institutions, but "not all community colleges." Realizing that not all 
community colleges are addressed by describing a select group, the 
publication attempted to discuss broad issues that most community college 
institutions have in common (p. 23). 
Other special projects of the organization have included receiving 
grants from the Kellogg Foundation and the Fund for the Improvement of 
Post-secondary Education, to be used for computer applications and 
projects serving special populations. 
In discussing the League for Innovation in Community Colleges' 
history, Sasaran-Fox (1989) looked at its entire development. Both Betts 
(1992) and Fox (1989) maintained that the League for Innovation has had a 
positive influence on community college research and practice. This work 
indicated that the community college movement in broad terms includes the 
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League members, and that the League academic advising practices can 
provide direction for future academic advising planning. 
Academic Advising 
The history of the community college movement and the evolution of 
academic advising program delivery systems are parallel issues. Just as 
community colleges evolved from educational institutions established 
earlier in American history, academic advising developed from the evolving 
needs of students services' programming. Previous examples in this study 
reviewed the change in higher education from an elitist opportunity for an 
affluent citizenry to providing public education access to the society at 
large. A "different model" was evolving for community colleges which was 
quite unique from the practiced four-year model (O'Banion, 1972). As the 
goals and conditions for education changed in America, the needs for 
student services increased, and academic advising delivery systems in 
community colleges became increasingly prominent in higher education 
literature. 
When attempting to discuss the historical context of the issue of 
academic advising on the two-year level, one must look at how the earliest 
services developed. In The Handbook on Undergraduate Curriculum. Arthur 
Levine (1979, p. 134) cited advising definitions and history in the 
following manner: 
Advising refers to counseling available to students or 
potential students that is directly or indirectly concerned 
with the undergraduate curriculum. There are four principal 
types: academic advising, vocational and career advising, 
personal advising and special group (for example, minorities 
and women) advising. . . . Advising has been a function of 
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colleges in this country since their origin. . . . Advising 
was an integral part of the teacher's job. 
Levine goes on to highlight the advising system's history from presidents 
and faculty in colonial colleges to the first known formal system of 
advising at Kenyon College in the late 1820s. He defines the advising 
function development as slow until 1878 when the Johns Hopkins University 
advising model evolved based on increased enrollment, curriculum 
expansion, faculty interest in research, and diversity of student 
background and preparation. The early advising trends moved to Harvard in 
1889, and the Board of Freshmen Advisors was created as a special 
counseling group. 
Leonard (1956) traced the history of student personnel services in 
America from the colonial period to the end of the 19th century. The 
terms community college and academic advising were not mentioned by 
Leonard. However, the term academic advising may be included in the broad 
concept of "educational guidance." In Leonard's discussion of the early 
Federal Period, 1780-1812, he states: 
Outlines of the work done are faint and not always continuous, 
but there is little doubt that members of the administration 
or faculty offered the students educational guidance, means of 
monetary assistance, and health supervision, and kept 
rudimentary personnel records—including reports to parents 
and reports of some follow-up procedures. 
Educational guidance appears to have consisted of 
friendly advice on the subject matter of courses and research; 
tutoring and remedial work; programs of incentives to 
achievement such as honor rolls, awards and special honors; 
assistance regarding the programs of the literary societies; 
supervision of study hours; and reprimands and other 
punishments for academic slothfulness. No systematic program 
of educational guidance is apparent from the records, but 
there is ample evidence that it existed informally in all 
colleges . . . informality of the educational guidance program 
was undoubtedly the result of the small size of student 
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bodies, the intimate relationships—whether gracious or 
contentious—between faculties and students living and eating 
in the same buildings under restrictive rules, and the limited 
curricular offerings of the period. (pp. 65-66) 
The current community college academic advising challenges stem 
mainly from the institutional goals of serving a much broader spectrum of 
students who have a wide variety of changing needs. The current approach 
has moved from a controlled and rigid model to a developmental model where 
services are delivered in a resource area more apt to be utilized on an 
as-needed basis. As these changes occurred, certain "tensions" resulted. 
Ernest L. Boyer (1987), in College; The Undergraduate Experience in 
America, identifies points of "tension" in undergraduate education which 
may hinder student growth. His identified "tensions" interfere with 
student progress toward academic goals. The "tensions" include: 
(1) incongruence between high school and college curriculums; 
(2) confusion over the guiding mission of higher education 
institutions; 
(3) disharmony in faculty career concerns and institutional 
loyalty; 
(4) "conformity vs. creativity" in teaching; 
(5) differences in academic and social lifestyles on campus; 
(6) faculty and administrative confusion over obligations to 
"nonacademic" matters; 
(7) presidential and faculty disagreement over how to govern 
institutions; and 
(8) different perspectives between the "ivory tower" undergraduate 
experiences and real life. 
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Since these "tensions" may hinder student success goals, the recommended 
remedy to the Boyer incongruent "tensions" rests in the institutional plan 
for major functions like academic advising. The "tensions" having the 
most impact on student life and academic advising are the tensions between 
academic and social lifestyles and tensions between "ivory tower" 
undergraduate experiences and real life. The "tensions" are topics that 
should be covered in advisor training and are addressed in the 1987 
survey. 
Wesley R. Habley, co-author of the Third ACT National Survey of 
Academic Advising (1987), and editor of The Status and Future of Academic 
Advising; Problems and Promise (1988), which contains the results of the 
survey, highlighted four types of institutions: two-year public, two-year 
private, four-year public, and four-year private. This researcher has 
only cited the two-year public data. 
The 1987 survey results indicated that in regard to the reporting 
structure. Directors of Counseling were most frequently in charge of 
advising, and they were most likely to be found in the Student Affairs 
Department. Faculty-only dominated as the category delivering advising 
service. Over one-half of all institutions responding had developed a 
written statement on the purposes and procedures of their advising 
programs, but little attention was given to recognition/reward, 
evaluation, training, and selection of advisors. 
Other 1987 survey results included the following: 
Advising Services in Academic Unit or Department : 
Faculty were usually required to advise. 
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Small group advising was utilized during orientation or 
registration. 
Faculty advising loads in departments were approximately forty 
advisees. 
Two-year public colleges were seen as the least intrusive in 
exhibiting their advising program. 
Faculty advisors had contact with advisees two or less times per 
term. 
Close to one-half of all institutions reported no mandatory advising 
training. 
Of the colleges which provided training, the common format was a 
workshop of one day or less. 
Faculty advisors' training consisted of general informational topics 
such as scheduling and graduation requirements. 
Evaluation of faculty advisors was not widespread, nor was 
evaluation of advising program effectiveness. 
Most commonly available advising materials included academic 
planning worksheets, computerized academic progress reports, directories 
of campus referral sources, and advising handbooks. 
Advising Services in Advising Office; 
Most institutions reported some type of advising office. 
Most advising offices were staffed with a full-time advisor or 
advising faculty. 
Group advising was primarily utilized for orientation and 
registration. 
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Advisor-advisee load was 300 to 1 at most advising offices. 
An advisor/advisee contact was made twice per term. 
Functions of the advising office included advising on general 
education requirements. 
Undecided and transferring students were served. 
Most institutions did not regularly evaluate the effectiveness of 
the advising office. 
Sixty percent of institutions had no training program in the 
advising office. 
Most advising office staffs were provided with support information. 
Institutional Effectiveness; 
Most institutions believed themselves to be slightly better than 
five years previously. 
Defining institutional effectiveness continues to be complicated. 
Montgomery (1989, pp. 60-61) stated: 
In short, it is the ability to cause an institution to perform 
its mission effectively. Managers and faculty members 
continually seek that condition. There is nothing new or 
magical about planning, evaluation and institution study to 
aid institutional effectiveness; rather, there is a renewed 
emphasis, a clearer objective, and an external emphasis to 
encourage action. 
Ewell and Lisensky (1988) defined dimensions of institutional 
effectiveness as: 
Understanding ways in which an institution can be effective. 
Determining which view of effectiveness is most important for 
the institution at that time and gathering validating 
evidence. 
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Requiring administrators to understand and utilize mechanisms 
available to make improvements. 
Results of self-assessment have been utilized in accreditation of 
schools for years. According to Donald Tretechler (1981, p. 42), "While 
assessment in higher education usually refers to student goals, assessing 
institutional effectiveness has a role." Pratt, Perchard, and Rogers 
(1989, p. 128) stated, "Two-year institutions have unique missions 
requiring slightly different assessment procedures." Astin (1985, p. 26) 
described the "environment only" assessment as "we focus our attention on 
the educational program itself." Taylor (1989, p. 12) broadly defined 
institutional effectiveness as "the degree to which an institution 
accomplished desired effects." The academic advising program in community 
colleges stands at the core of the institutional environment and uniquely 
contributes to the accomplishment of "desired effects." Colleges, in 
their efforts to improve the quality of the total environment, must 
recognize the needs of advising. 
In The Status and Future... monograph, Habley (1988) listed a set of 
eight recommendations for quality advising programs: 
(1) Assess the state of the campus advising program; 
(2) Identify one person whose primary responsibility is to 
coordinate advising; 
(3) Have an advisor selection process; 
(4) Develop an advisor pre-service/in-service training program; 
(5) Implement an individual advisor evaluation; 
(6) Implement advisor incentive or reward program; 
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(7) Review the academic advising system every five years; and 
(8) Conduct research on advising programs. 
Also in The Status and Future.... Julie Noble reviewed the 1984 ACT 
Survey of Academic Advising, which was utilized to measure the student's 
perception of their academic advising program. The section was titled 
"What Students Think About Academic Advising." The report discussed three 
types of institutions but, for the purposes of this research, only two-
year public/privates will be reviewed. The small number of two-year 
institutions responding made it necessary to compose data from both two-
year public and two-year private colleges. She found that the students 
perceived their advising system to be adequate. Noble also noted the 
debate/difference between advising and counseling. She indicated that in 
the future the advising exchange would follow the trend of developmental 
advising which would aid in allowing professionals to support their 
advisees with the skills of listening, problem-solving and referral. The 
demographics of the 1984 respondents were: students age 26 or over (29%); 
those seeking certification, vocational/technical training or associate 
degree (62%); students employed over 20 hours per week (33%), and full-
time students (79%). The study respondents fit the profile of the 
stereotype community college population. 
The Status and Future... section titled "Advising Delivery Systems" 
by Margaret C. King analyzed the delivery of advising services at two-year 
institutions. King discussed the strengths and weaknesses of five advisor 
systems with regard to student access, priority on advising, knowledge of 
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the major field of study, expertise in student development theory and 
training, cost, and credibility with faculty and staff. 
Faculty advisors were the most frequently utilized and King 
recommended that they be selected from the interested and capable parties. 
She also advocated that release time be given to faculty advisors, that 
they receive on-going training, and that well-performed services receive 
recognition. 
Professional advisors were the second most commonly utilized 
delivery system in the two-year colleges. King's research showed that 
professional advisors rate highly in the areas of availability. King took 
issue with the generally accepted ratio of three hundred-to-one for 
professional advisors, thinking it too high. She also maintained that 
professional advisors sometimes do not have the in-depth knowledge of 
courses and tend to be program neutral unless located in specific 
disciplines. 
Paraprofessional advisors ranked third and peer advisors ranked last 
as institutional delivery systems; the major benefits of these types being 
accessibility and cost. However, peers and paraprofessionals would 
require selection, training, supervision, and evaluation of a high caliber 
in order to effectively have a valuable delivery system utilizing these 
methods. Of the two-year college campuses responding, 34% named the 
Director of Counseling as the individual responsible for coordinating 
academic advising. The strengths and weaknesses of the five delivery 
systems are diagrammed in the following matrix (Table 2). 
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Table 2. Advising delivery system matrix, strengths and weaknesses 
Access/ Priority Knowl­ Knowl­ Need Cost Credi­
Avail- placed edge re: edge of for to bility 
Delivery bility on academic student required insti­ with 
system to advis­ disci­ develop­ train­ tution faculty 
students ing pline ment ing staff 
Faculty Low Low High Low High Low High 
Professional 
advisor High High Average High Average High Low 
Counselor Average Average Average High Average High Average 
Peer High Average Low Low High Low Average 
Para-pro­
fessional High High Average Average High Low Average 
In The Status and Future of Academic Advising, the chapter titled 
"Advisor Training" by Michael C. Keller underscored many of the advisor 
role principles promoted by Virginia Gordon (1984) and others. Critical 
skills of advisors included concern for advisees, availability, proactive 
in contacting students, listening skills, realistic appraisal skills, 
referral knowledge, accurate information, record keeping and monitoring 
skills, and encouraging attitude. 
The final topics of discussion in The Status and Future of Academic 
Advising involved evaluation and exemplary advising programs, and 
responses indicated that these areas were not of high priority. Crockett 
(1988) promoted evaluation as a validating method for promoting quality 
advising. He believed that if the advising system is doing the job of 
facilitating student growth and retention, the more the message is 
projected across campus, the more resources may potentially be placed in 
that area of institutional planning. 
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Access and Excellence (1987), a case study on advising at Miami-Dade 
Community College, was the product of research by Roueche and Baker. The 
three-year study began in part as a result of the 1974 accreditation 
review by Southern Association of Schools and Colleges in which retention 
was cited as a problem. Answers to questions such as "Can 'open door' 
access to college also promote academic excellence?" were elicited. The 
most frequent answer to this question involved the need for strong 
academic advising leadership. In examining the leadership climate, the 
authors stated: 
President McCade undoubtedly sets the tone at Miami-Dade with 
his unwavering commitment and strong emphasis on the basic 
philosophy that equal access must be accompanied by a demand 
for high standards. 
Another population studied in the formulation of the Miami-Dade 
reforms was faculty. Out of over a thousand full-time instructors, a 
random sample of seventeen was selected to be interviewed. The Roueche-
Baker findings were that "directive and supportive systems, coupled with 
excellent performance on the part of administration, staff and faculty led 
to student success, and that the leadership would continue to provide 
quality and equity in a motivating and dynamic environment." 
As a result of this research, the college applied for and received a 
federal grant of $900,000 for design and implementation of a computer 
system that provided individualized support and feedback for retention 
strategies. Highlights of the various programs include: Standards of 
Academic Progress (established with student progress being monitored by 
computer); a system of enforced warning, probation and suspension; and 
basic skills assessment. Support services were also made available. 
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Degree-seeking students were required to take "core" basic general 
education courses. Miami-Dade made reforms in eight basic areas as 
found in "Systems of Success," a chapter in Access and Excellence (1987); 
(1) Curriculum, (2) assessment testing, (3) basic skills support, 
(4) honors program, (5) standards of academic progress, (6) a feedback 
system regarding academic standing, (7) advisement and graduation 
information system, and (8) faculty and staff development. The 
Roueche-Baker Model of Miami-Dade graphically illustrated what 
League for Innovation colleges represent—not perfect colleges but 
colleges which recognize their problems and act aggressively to resolve 
them. 
Retention of students through positive intervention programming 
helps the entire campus. Prevention strategies are much more effective 
and less costly than trying to repair good will once a student has dropped 
out of the institution. Thus, the importance of academic advising 
components appropriate to the community college environment will increase 
in importance as the mission of these institutions continues into the 21st 
century. 
David S. Crockett (1982), discussing academic advising delivery 
systems in the work titled Developmental Approaches to Academic Advising, 
listed advantages of centralized advisement. Crockett's advantages to a 
centralized advisement center included: location accessible to students; 
well-trained staff; consistent control; advisors able to specialize; range 
of advising services; student centered; complete records and ability to 
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monitor progress; accuracy of information; administration, training, 
supervision; and evaluation made easier. 
K. Patricia Cross (1981) conducted a research project utilizing the 
Educational Testing Services, and the Community College Goals Inventory 
(CCGI). The results were recorded in the article, "Community College on 
the Plateau." The CCGI was administered to eighteen community colleges. 
Twenty goals were assessed one of which was advising. Respondents were 
asked to rate how important a goal "is" vs. how important it "should be." 
Differences were apparent in the perceptions of students, administrators, 
and trustees. 
Students were most interested in personal development, counseling 
and advising while administrators were interested in effective management, 
and Trustees looked for accountability. Cross revealed "surprising 
[results] in that a founding principle of the community colleges, equal 
access, did not make the top five 'should be' goals of any constituent 
group. What these data seem to say is that while the constituent groups 
of community colleges are not turning their backs on making college more 
accessible, there is a feeling that present practices with respect to 
accessibility are acceptable and other issues now have higher priority" 
(p. 116). Cross concludes, "Finally, we should take a look at the 
remaining goals given very high (top five) 'should be' rankings by all 
constituent groups" (p. 118). For example, "Faculty give college 
community top priority in their 'should be' ratings but rank it near the 
bottom in current emphasis" (p. 119). 
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Cross encouraged the hope of an "esprit de corps" in community 
colleges, especially since she found that "mutual trust" and "respect" 
were less prevalent on campuses. In other words, the links between 
factions were not as strong as needed for achieving student goals. 
Developing advising programs in community colleges can have the positive 
effect of linking individual students with their goals, and linking 
institutional work groups to their college mission statements 
simultaneously. 
In an effort to ascertain the effect that institutional planning had 
on special student populations, Virginia N. Gordon (1984) studied many 
issues dealing with academic advising, but especially the undecided 
college student as an advising challenge. The results of Gordon's study 
were published in the Undecided Student. Gordon believed that linking 
undecided students to an advising center designed to meet their needs 
could benefit not only these students but any students making use of the 
center. According to Gordon, a quality advising center would include: A 
familiar place for services; trained advisors sensitive to the needs of 
the population; organized approaches to exploration; contact with advisor 
who knows the student; special program elements for a comprehensive 
program; career exploration; career library; needs assessment available 
for additional testing/monitoring; and evaluation of services. 
Habley explored the need for an "organizational framework of 
advising programs" (Habley, 1983; Habley & McCauley, 1987), and cites 
seven advising models. His models are faculty-only, supplementary, split 
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advising, dual advising, total intake, satellite, and self-contained, and 
are defined in Chapter I of this research. The organizational models for 
academic advising in Habley's Typology are arranged in scale and in 
diagram form in Figure 1 (Habley & McCauley, 1987). 
When discussing these models, Habley (1988) believed that 
consideration should be given to sets of characteristics. These 
characteristics included: institutional mission, level of degree 
offerings (or program mix), size and selectivity, and student background 
and goals. 
The term "academic advising" lacks a universal definition but is one 
aspect of the institutional environment worthy of study according to 
Richard A. Voorhees (1990). He stated, "It is often associated with 
guidance, psychological counseling, developmental growth, vocational 
guidance, values clarification, life stages, career education and 
therapeutic counseling" (p. 291). His discussion of the term/practice 
moves from history, scope of skills, organizational models, and faculty 
training and perception, to student viewpoints. Perhaps the most unique 
aspect of his 1990 inquiry is the "conceptual connections for advising." 
Here Voorhees reviewed contemporary higher education theories with 
advising connections, and provided a well-researched theory on advising. 
An example follows: 
An attempt to address the impact of environment on academic 
advising should not neglect the influence of factors 
occurring beyond campus boundaries. It has been suggested 
that minority students attending institutions without minority 
advisors look to family support before institutional support 
in the form of academic advisors. It also is virtually 
certain that older, nontraditional students are likely to be 
more affected by factors operating in the external environment 
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Faculty-Only Model Diagram 
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Figure 1. Organizational models for academic advising in Habley's 
Typology 
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Dual Advising Model Diagram 
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Figure 1. (continued) 
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than are younger students . . . frequency of contact with 
advisor by nontraditional students is unrelated to other 
outcomes, the connection between frequency of contact and 
quality of that contact has not been established. Further, it 
is more than likely that a significant amount of interaction 
with others which might be characterized as academic advising 
occurs outside of the campus environment. 
While raising valid questions about academic advising, Voorhees expressed 
doubts: 
In the near future, academic advising probably will not 
displace faculty interest in prestige activities such as 
research. The extent to which institutions promote the more 
visible accomplishments of faculty in such areas as research, 
grant writing, and consulting over less perceptible activities 
dictates the future of academic advising. Forces operating 
for more than one hundred years have moved faculty farther 
away from student lives. Now, perhaps, except for concerns 
over maintaining enrollment, this gap appears to be wider than 
at any previous time. Organizations such as NACAOA, ACT's 
National Center for the Advancement of Educational Practices, 
and the National Clearinghouse for Academic Advising at Ohio 
State University, have elevated the status of academic 
advising. (p. 330) 
Additional examples of advising influences are the development of 
Educational Testing Service's Community College Goals Inventory (CCGI) and 
ACT' S  Survey of Academic Advising. These well-known standardized testing 
organizations attempted to address the area of measuring the effectiveness 
of advising and counseling, and are evidence that a growing awareness of 
academic advising services exists. Relating faculty commitment and 
environment to advising, Voorhees highlighted issues which need to be 
addressed. He stated: 
It is very likely that certain faculty are better academic 
advisors than others, and studies which attempt to trace 
larger student outcomes to advising effectiveness would 
profit from considering first the expertise and commitment of 
faculty as individuals. . . . Faculty commitment to advising 
has been represented in the literature by institutional policy 
statements and by a reward structure that recognizes faculty 
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achievement in academic advising. . . . Faculty perceptions 
about advising at institutions lacking an advising policy 
statement have not been compared with similar faculty 
perceptions at institutions that have a statement. . . . 
Faculty quality of effort in advising has also been 
slighted in the literature. . . . The quality of faculty 
effort, which also may be quantified is behavioral in nature 
and includes the extent to which faculty purposefully 
structure opportunities for advisee interaction, the number 
of professional development activities directed toward 
advising, and voluntary participation on institutional or 
departmental advising committees. . . . The environment in 
which advising occurs is an often overlooked component of 
advising effectiveness. Institutions can be expected to 
differ in the commitment made to academic advising . . . 
commitment to academic advising is likely to vary by 
institutional type and size. . . . Entwined within 
institutional histories are expectations for organizational 
behavior, including expectations for student assistance. (pp. 
328-329) 
Diverse students and complex educational goals combined with the 
limited time frame of the community college programs require that 
community colleges work with public schools, senior colleges, and regional 
employers. These "partnerships/alliances" established and maintained will 
strengthen the role and image of the community college of the future. 
Voorhees' conclusion stated that leadership from the college president 
is the key to the progressive community college of the future. The 
president will be a "coalition builder." The task of leadership is to 
creatively link evaluation with assessing outcomes, not just student FTEs 
or graduation rates. The assessment procedures would be shaped by 
institutional goals and faculty while being encouraged by the 
president. 
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Summary 
The "Review of Literature" included four areas. First to be 
researched was the history of the community college. Authors who have 
been recognized by their peers and others as making substantial 
contributions to the community college movement were studied. Services 
have continually expanded as more and more has been expected of two-
year institutions. A far more diverse student body, training and 
retraining demands from business and industry, and the rapid development 
of science and technology have made social and curricular demands on all 
of higher education but especially on the community colleges. They are 
quicker to respond and so have created a very unique atmosphere for 
students. 
The next two sections dealt with American College Testing and 
The League for Innovation in the Community College. Literature was 
researched which confirmed the prestige of these organizations and 
provided substantial justification for the selection of ACT surveys 
and League of Innovation colleges as the basis for this study. 
The fourth and final section of the "Review of Literature" was 
devoted to the subject of academic advising. Literature was chosen which 
traced advising from early times when it consisted of a more stern and 
rigid "guidance" delivered mainly by professors, to a more homogeneous 
group of students. The current model is more diverse and developmental in 
nature and delivered to a very diverse student body in a variety of ways. 
Included were studies whose results indicated trends and evaluation in 
community college academic advising, and which enabled this researcher to 
50 
examine thought, to conduct further research, to draw conclusions, and, 
ultimately, to make a positive contribution to the future of community 
college advising techniques. 
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CHAPTER III. METHODOLOGY 
The purpose of this study was to identify the academic advising 
components at two-year public community colleges utilizing the League for 
Innovation member colleges. Survey research is known to be a systematic 
method of data collection (Borg & Gall, 1989). This broad definition 
links with the statement by Smith and Glass (1987), "The goal of all 
research is to produce generalizable knowledge" (p. 225). Identifying 
normative descriptive data for academic advising variables in community 
colleges was the main objective of this research. Careful selection of 
the survey and the survey population provided data which increased the 
body of the knowledge concerning trends in two-year institutions. In 
light of the fact that ACT designed the 1987 survey using the NACAOA 
goals, and the fact that the 1992 survey was a replication, reliability 
and validity were established by experts in the field. The researcher 
received approval by the ISU Human Subjects Committee prior to the survey 
distribution. The topic of academic advising at community college 
institutions is multi-dimensional as shown in the research questions. 
The following research questions were utilized: 
(1) Who coordinates and organizes campus advising systems? 
(2) What organizational structure houses advising services? 
(3) What are the functions and who are the personnel in the 
advising office? 
(4) What are the advising functions when instructional faculty 
advise? 
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(5) What are the evaluation components and training components 
utilized on community college campuses? 
(6) What is the overall institutional effectiveness of academic 
advising programs? 
This chapter reviewed the study's methodology by survey, sample, 
data collection, response, and analysis methods. 
ACT National Survey on Advising, 1987 
The survey was selected because of the quality of the research 
institutions and organizations involved with its development. The 
American College Testing Program personnel worked closely with the 
National Academic Advising Association to design the instrument. They 
also designed the survey for the national studies periodically conducted 
for updates. The variables contained in the instrument were those 
examined in the academic advising literature, and represent valid items in 
contemporary services as reflected in the data. 
The development of the 1987 National Survey of Academic Advising 
identified academic advising components common to many higher education 
institutions. The Advising Survey was developed by ACT researchers for 
the continued identification and overview of practices utilized at various 
institutions. The survey consisted of four parts: 
Section I—demographics requiring general information from all 
respondents. 
Section II—items to be completed by only the respondents with 
advising done in part by departments or academic units. 
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Section III—Items to be answered by respondents whose academic 
advising delivery system was best described by the following 
organizational model: 
- All students are assigned to an instructional faculty member for 
advising. 
- All students are assigned to an instructional faculty member for 
advising. There is an advising office which provides general 
academic information and referral for students, but all advising 
transactions must be approved by the student's faculty advisor. 
There is an advising office which advises a specific group of 
students, e.g., undecided, underprepared, nontraditional. All other 
students are assigned to academic units and/or faculty for advising. 
- Each student has two advisors. A member of the instructional 
faculty advises the student on matters related to the major. An 
advisor in an advising office advises students on general 
requirements, procedures, and policies. 
- Staff in an administrative unit are responsible for advising ALL 
students for a specific period of time and/or until specific 
requirements have been met. After meeting those requirements, 
students are assigned to a member of the institutional faculty for 
advising. 
Each school, college, or division within the institution has 
established a unit which is responsible for advising. 
- Advising for all students from point of enrollment to point of 
departure is done by staff in a centralized advising unit. 
Section IV—items to be answered by all respondents concerning 
"Overall Institutional Effectiveness." 
The responses ranged from Likert scales to Yes/No responses. The 
survey may be found in the Appendix. 
The instrument was utilized in its entirety. The following question 
was added by this researcher: "What percentage of programs taught on your 
campus are: Arts & Science; Vocational/Technical; Self-Improvement; 
Other." American College Testing allowed utilization of the survey as 
long as they were given standard credit (see the Appendix). 
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Sample 
Data were gathered from the 1992 members of the League for 
Innovation as well as from the published findings of the ACT national 
sample surveyed in 1987. The 1992 modified ACT survey was mailed to the 
CEOs of the 18-member colleges of the League and included enough copies 
for their 46 campuses. This allowed for varying structures within a given 
district. The surveys were distributed by the presidents along with a 
letter requesting participation and seeking cooperation from academic 
advising personnel. Return envelopes were enclosed. The presidential 
contact names were obtained from the American Association of Community and 
Junior Colleges 1991 Membership Directory. The surveys were coded by 
color, and each district had a different shade of paper to insure 
institutional identity for research purposes only. 
A follow-up mailing was sent to the campuses approximately three 
weeks after the initial mailing to increase the response rate. Calls to 
Ccunpuses included talking with CEOs' secretaries, and helped the 
researcher to direct the second mailing. 
Twenty-seven returned responses were received which represented 16 
League member colleges or 88.9%, and 58.7% of the 46 campuses. Tables in 
Chapter IV outline the types of data collected from the project. The 1992 
data are labeled and compared to the 1987 data. 
Data Analysis 
The analysis of the research data obtained on academic advising at 
community colleges continued the work initiated in 1987 which reviewed the 
trends and the status of academic advising delivery systems. The methods 
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utilized for identifying practices and trends were frequencies, t-tests, 
and chi-squares. Differences based on institutional advising policy 
(those having a policy and those without a policy), institutional size 
(enrollments under 10,000 and enrollments over 10,000), and organization 
of advising (use of faculty and centralized advising) were determined by 
t-tests and chi-square procedures. Differences based on coordination of 
campus advising systems (Director of Advising, Director of Counseling, or 
other) were determined by chi-square procedures. Chapter IV will review 
the differences shown in statistical tests, and contains a summary of the 
results. 
The sample size was limited to the 18 college districts included in 
this study; 16 districts responded with all or some of their campuses 
returning the questionnaire (relating figures to the League profile, all 
14 states responded and the Canadian province). 
The data analysis was based on frequency comparison of the 1987 
results and the 1992 results. Sections I, II, and IV were analyzed 
utilizing t-tests. Section III was analyzed through chi-square 
procedures. Other data were based on size, written policy, models and 
structure of League for Innovation Colleges only. The following are 
examples of scales used: 
1. Likert Scale 
a. Does not apply; no services have been implemented to address 
this goal 
b. Achievement not very satisfactory 
c. Achievement somewhat satisfactory 
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e. Achievement very satisfactory 
2. Likert Scale 
a. Very ineffective 
b. Less effective 
c. No change 
d. More effective 
e. Very effective 
Enrollment size 
A. Average scores on measures of academic advising effectiveness for 
institutions with under 10,000 and over 10,000 students will not be 
significantly different (t-test: Meani=Mean2). 
B. Effectiveness of academic advising is independent of size (chi-
square test of independence). 
Written policv 
A. Mean scores on measures of academic advising effectiveness for 
institutions with and without written policies will not be 
significantly different (t-test: MeanizMeang). 
B. Effectiveness of academic advising is independent of whether or not 
an institution has a written policy on academic advising (chi-square 
test of independence). 
Models fas determined bv facultv involvement) 
A. Mean scores on measures of effectiveness will not be significantly 
different for different advising models which utilize faculty 
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involvement and those having centralized advising (t-test: 
Meani=Mean2). 
B. Effectiveness of academic advising is independent of the advising 
model used (chi square test of independence). 
Reporting structure 
A. Mean scores on measures of academic advising effectiveness will not 
be significantly different for institutions with different campus 
advising reporting structures (t-test: Mean2=Mean2)• 
B. Effectiveness of academic advising is independent of the campus 
advising reporting structure (chi square test of independence). 
Due to the size of the League, the number of responses were small 
but similar to the demographic figures reflected in the 1987 study. The 
size of this study placed limitations on the inferential statistics 
utilized. The original survey was designed for a broader variety of 
institutions: two-year, four-year, public and private; therefore, a 
number of the categories were collapsed for this study. The models were 
linked into groups with faculty involvement and centralized advising. 
Coordinating structures were defined by the major categories of Director 
of Counseling and Director of Advising. 
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CHAPTER IV. RESULTS OF THE STUDY 
Overview 
The purpose of this chapter was to report the findings compiled from 
the data that were collected by this research. The responses of the 
participants were derived from two data sources. Those sources were the 
results of a 1987 American College Testing national survey, and the 
results of a 1992 survey of League for Innovation members. These surveys 
were utilized to elicit information concerning the status of advising in 
public community colleges. The 1987 instrument generated responses from 
155 institutions out of 932 surveyed. The 1992 version generated 27 
responses from a sample size of 46 sites. 
The surveys were designed to gather general information and 
characteristics such as enrollment size and programs taught on campus, as 
well as more specific information pertaining directly to academic advising 
such as advisor load, training and evaluation. They were sent to the 
college CEOs. The responses were also categorized according to certain 
variables; for example. Advising Center versus faculty advisors in 
academic units or departments, and generated information which allowed 
this researcher to profile organizational models. 
The status and trends in contemporary academic advising services 
systems are represented in the sample membership of the League for 
Innovation responses. Identifying those variables perceived as effective 
in institutional planning for advising in two-year public colleges was the 
goal of this research. This research also reviewed a combination of 
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characteristics highlighted in a 1987 national survey assessing 
institutional practices for advising. 
The academic advising trends of the community colleges represented 
in the 1987 national norma and the 1992 responses of the League membership 
are synthesized in this chapter. The Third ACT National Survey, 1987, 
obtained information on the status of colleges and universities; this work 
was limited to the public community college. 
The findings for Section I of the surveys, and the demographics of 
the 1992 respondents were compared with a pool of 155 two-year 
institutions in 1987; this represented 34.7 percent of the 932 two-year 
institutions initially contacted. The 1992 League sample utilized was a 
total of 46 campuses with a 58.7 percent response rate. 
Section I sought general information, and was to be completed by all 
respondents. The information gathered ranged from enrollment size to 
Habley model advising organization descriptors. Section II requested 
responses from institutions "only if some or all of the advising" operates 
out of the departments (or academic unit). Section III responses were to 
come from institutions utilizing advising offices. Section IV requested 
responses on "overall institutional effectiveness" from all respondents. 
Therefore, the descriptive statistics utilized will highlight 
comparable characteristics of institutions with frequencies in 
demographics, and the hypothesis testing will indicate difference in 
direction for future research and practice in academic advising delivery 
systems. A review of this chapter will include frequencies, t-tests, and 
chi-squares for comparison. 
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The various components of academic advising programs in the League 
and the national norms indicate similarities as well as differences. The 
League respondents continue to have a positive image, both among their 
peers and in their data responses with higher marks in the areas of 
advising policy, reward, evaluation, and training. The null hypotheses, 
presented in the first chapter, are disproved as illustrated in the later 
tables presented. Hypotheses were tested for significance at the .05 
level. 
Descriptive Characteristics of League Respondents 
Respondents indicated slightly more than half of the programs on 
League campuses were Arts and Science (see Table 3). 
The majority of respondents represented larger institutions in the 
1992 League data, while most of the 1987 respondents were from schools of 
less than ten thousand students (Table 4). 
Among responding League institutions, nearly one-half of the 
coordinating titles were Director of Counseling and a remaining one-third 
of the coordinating titles were Director/Coordinator of Advising. The 
1987 study had similar ranking of titles (Table 5). 
Table 3. Academic/training program types 
Type of program Percentage 
Arts and Science 50.11 
Vocational technology 38.47 
Self-improvement/skills building 7.37 
Other 3.47 
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Table 4, Size of enrollment 
League 
1987 study 
percentage No. of sites Percentage 
Under 10,000 
Over 10,000 
8 
19 
29.6 
70.3 
88.4 
11.6 
Table 5. Coordinator of advising on campus 
Title 
League 
1987 study 
percentage No. of sites Percentage 
N=27 N=141 
Director/Coordinator of Advising 
Director of Counseling 
VP/Dean of Student Affairs 
College Dean or Department Chair 
Other 
9 33.3 (2)* 
13 48.1 (1) 
1 3.7 
2 7.4 (3) 
2 7.4 
10.4 (3) 
33.8 (1) 
11.7 
3.9 
23.4 (2) 
^Figures in parentheses indicate researcher rank. 
Full-time coordinating positions were dominant among League 
institutions, while the 1987 study reflected the opposite; 70.2 percent 
indicated that one-quarter time or less was spent on the coordination of 
advising (Table 6). 
Among advising coordinators, nearly one-fourth had a Bachelor's 
degree, about 40 percent held Master's degrees, and 15 percent held 
Doctorates. The majority of coordinators had salaries of over $40,000, 
and 85 percent had 12-month appointments (Table 7). 
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Table 6. Time spent coordinating advising 
Time 
League 
No. of sites Percentage 
1987 study 
percentage 
N=27 N=141 
Less than one-quarter 
One-quarter 
Half-time 
Three-quarters 
Full-time 
2 
7 
3 
2 
11 
7.7 
26.9 
15.4 
7.7 
42.3 
46.1 
24.1 
1 2 . 1  
6.4 
11.3 
Table 7. League full-time coordinators—degree, salary range, length of 
appointment in 1992* 
Degree Percentage 
B.A. 23.1 
M.A./M.S. 38.5 
Ph.D. 15.4 
Other 23.1 
Salary Percentage 
$25,000-$40,000 45.5 
Over $40,000 54.5 
Time of appointment Percentage 
9 months 7.1 
10 months 7.1 
12 months 85.7 
*1987 figures not available. 
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Nearly 60% of League institutions had self-contained models of 
advising. The 1987 study contrasted by having models that were more 
evenly split; self-contained 26.5%, faculty only 25.8%, and split model 
23.2% (Table 8). 
Table 8. Habley organizational model delivery systems 
League 
Model 
No. of sites Percentage 
1987 study 
percentage 
N=24 N=155 
Faculty-only 1 4.2 25.8 
Supplementary 0 0.0 12.3 
Split 6 25.0 23.2 
Dual 3 12.5 3.9 
Total intake 0 0.0 3.9 
Satellite 0 0.0 4.5 
Self-contained 14 58.3 26.5 
The self-contained model was identified as the primary model in the 
League and national data (Table 9). 
A holding pattern is apparent in the utilization of institution-wide 
policy statements on academic advising. The inclusion of the 1983 study 
Table 9. Prevalent organizational models 
League 
rank Model 
League 
percentage 
1987 study 
percentage 
1987 
rank 
1 
2 
3 
Not ranked 
Self-contained 
Split 
Dual 
Faculty-only 
58.3 
25.0 
12.5 
4.2 
26.5 
23.2 
25.8 
1 
3 
Not ranked 
2 
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figures allows for comparison between the national data of 1983 and 1987, 
and the 1992 League data (Table 10). 
Table 10. Percentage of institution with policy statement 
League 
1983 study 1987 study 
Response No. of sites Percentage percentage percentage 
Yes 16 59.3 63 51.6 
No 11 40.7 36 48.0 
Of the institutions having policy statements, the following topics 
were most often included: philosophy, goals, delivery strategies, advisor 
responsibilities, advisor selection, advisee responsibilities, advisor 
training, advisor evaluation, recognition/reward. One-third or more of 
the League institutions and the 1987 respondents utilized these topics 
(Table 11). 
Table 11. Topics included in academic advising policies 
League 1987 study 
Detail percentage percentage 
Philosophy 82.4 (1)* 75.9 (2) 
Goals 82.4 (1) 77.2 (1) 
Delivery strategies 41.2 (3) 54.4 (3) 
Advisor responsibilities 64.7 (2) 75.9 (2) 
Advisor selection 17.6 (5) 38.0 (5) 
Advisee responsibilities 17.6 (5) 46.8 (4) 
Advisor training 41.2 (3) 29.1 (6) 
Advisor evaluation 29.4 (4) 20.3 
Recognition/reward 5.9 8.9 
^Figures in parentheses indicate researcher's rank. 
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Among League institutions, 63 percent had regular evaluation of 
program effectiveness compared to about 45 percent of the 1987 
respondents. 1983 ACT national survey figures were inserted to indicate a 
growing percentage trend toward evaluation (Table 12). 
Table 12. Regular evaluation of program effectiveness 
League 
1983 study 1987 study 
Response No. of sites Percentage percentage percentage 
Yes 17 63.0 22 44.7 
No 10 37.0 15 55.3 
Advising in the Academic Unit or Department 
Selection of faculty advisors in the League was primarily based on 
volunteers, but some faculty were required to advise. Among the 
institutions surveyed, 77 percent indicated that "some" of the departments 
utilized volunteer faculty advisors with nearly one-fourth indicating that 
"all" faculty were volunteer advisors. Over one-half indicated that in 
some departments faculty were required to advise. The 1987 study found 
less than one-third using volunteer faculty, while nearly 80 percent 
indicated "some" or "all" departments required faculty to advise (Table 
13). 
Some form of group advising was utilized by "all" to "some" of the 
League and the 1987 respondents. In this study, 90 percent said 
departments utilized credit or non-credit formats. Over 80 percent 
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Table 13. Selection of faculty advisors 
League percentage 1987 study percentage 
Method All Some None All Some None 
Volunteer 23.1 77.0 0.0 
Meet select criteria 22.2 44.4 33.2 
Required to advise 18.2 54.5 27.3 
10.4 
4.7 
58.5 
20.7 
12.3 
21.7 
68.9 
83.0 
19.8 
indicated that "some" departments utilized workshops or seminars, and 90 
percent indicated "some" used small groups. Use of credit/non-credit 
workshop formats was considerably higher in this study than in the 1987 
study (Table 14). 
The 1987 data indicated that "some" faculty advisors, 68 percent, 
had advising loads of less than 20. The 1992 data showed that 66 percent 
of League respondents reported that "none" of the faculty advisors had 
less than 20 advisees. The 1987 respondents indicated that 3 percent of 
"all" faculty had advising loads of more than 40 students. That figure 
climbed to 20 percent in the current study of League members (Table 15). 
Table 14. Group advising foirmats utilized by faculty advisors 
League percentage 1987 study percentage 
Formats All Some None All Some None 
Credit/non-credit 27.3 63.7 9.1 18.5 32.6 48.9 
Workshop/seminar 16.7 83.3 0.0 7.6 36.2 56.2 
Small groups during 
orientation 7.1 92.9 0.0 25.0 66.3 8.7 
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Table 15. Advisor load: Faculty advisors 
League percentage 
Load All Some None 
1987 study percentage 
All Some None 
Less than 20 
20-40 
More than 40 
0 . 0  
9.1 
20 .0  
33.3 
45.5 
50.0 
66.7 
45.5 
30.0 
3.0 
7.1 
3.0 
6 8 . 2  
74.7 
53.6 
28.3 
1 8 . 2  
43.4 
In the 1987 study, two-thirds of the respondents indicated that "no" 
departments had faculty spending more than 15 percent of their time on 
advising activity. The 1992 figures indicated 82 percent of "some" or 
"all" departments have faculty members spending more than 15 percent of 
their time in advising (Table 16). 
Peers and paraprofessionals were more likely to be utilized as 
advisors in 1992 than in the 1987 study, but the majority of League 
advising is done by non-instructional personnel in "some" schools (Table 
17). 
Table 16. Faculty time spent advising 
League percentage 1987 study percentage 
Time All Some None All Some None 
Under 1 percent 
1-5 percent 
5-15 percent 
Over 15 percent 
12.5 
10.0 
0 . 0  
27.3 
37.5 
60.0  
77.7 
54.6 
50.0 
30.0 
2 2 . 2  
18.2 
1.9 
24.8 
3.8 
3.8 
36.2 
54.2 
46.7 
29.5 
61.9 
21.0 
49.5 
66.7 
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Table 17. Advising personnel in academic departments (faculty primary 
model) 
League percentage 1987 study percentage 
Advising personnel All Some None All Some None 
Department head 27.3 72.8 0.0 45.9 36.7 17.4 
Non-instructional 
personnel 8.3 83.3 8.3 13.8 41.2 45.0 
Instructional faculty 20.0 80.0 0.0 48.6 45.0 6.4 
Paraprofessional 16.7 24.9 58.3 2.8 6.4 90.8 
Peers 0.0 36.4 63.6 0.9 4.6 94.5 
Other 75.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
The required contact time for faculty advisors and advisees was 
fairly similar in both studies with a major difference identified when 
declaring a major. Two-thirds of the League respondents have required 
contact, and over 50 percent of the 1987 respondents did not require 
contact (Table 18). 
Table 18. Faculty advisor/advisee required contacts 
League percentage 1987 study percentage 
Required contact All Some None All Some None 
Class scheduling 25.0 66.7 8.3 58.4 38.6 3.0 
Adding class 23.1 46.2 30.8 38.6 37.6 23.8 
Drop/withdraw 15.4 46.2 38.5 36.6 56.1 7.3 
Declare major 25.0 41.6 33.3 19.8 24.8 55.4 
Change major 45.5 27.3 27.3 29.7 27.7 42.6 
Unsatisfactory report 23.1 53.9 23.1 16.8 37.6 45.6 
Approve graduation 
plans 25.0 33.3 41.7 33.7 26.7 39.6 
Withdraw 30.0 40.0 30.0 27.7 46.9 25.4 
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League faculty advisor contacts per term were usually 3 or more; 
however, overall faculty contacts per term indicated similar high 
percentage (Table 19). 
Table 19, Faculty advisor contacts per term 
Contacts 
League percentage 
All Some None 
1987 study percentage 
All Some None 
0-1 
2 
3-5 
6 or more 
20.0  
0.0  
0 .0  
10.0 
60.0 
77.7 
75.0 
50.0 
20.0 
22 .2  
25.0 
40.0 
15.9 
10.3 
2 . 8  
1.9 
49.5 
64.5 
55.1 
32.7 
34.6 
25.2 
42.1 
65.4 
The League was more likely to require mandatory training for 
faculty with only 16.7 percent indicating no mandatory training; 48.3 
percent of the 1987 respondents required no mandatory faculty training 
(Table 20). 
Of the League institutions requiring faculty advisor training, the 
training most often identified was a series of workshops. The League had 
Table 20. Faculty mandatory training programs 
League percentage 1987 study percentage 
Response All Some None All Some None 
Yes 33.3 50.0 16.7 29.9 21.8 48.3 
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longer training periods, with 90 percent of "some" or "all" of the 
departments utilizing the series format. Less than 10 percent of the 1987 
respondents had faculty training lasting over one day (Table 21). 
Table 21. Faculty advisor training format 
League percentage 1987 study percentage 
All Some None All Some None 
Workshop 1 day or less 11.1 55.5 33.3 28.9 30.1 41.0 
Workshop over 1 day 10.0 60.0 30.0 3.6 6.0 90.4 
Series 20.0 70.0 10.0 7.2 30.1 62.7 
Method varies 37.5 37.5 25.0 8.4 24.4 67.2 
Other 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.6 4.8 91.6 
Overall, the topics included in faculty training were similar. 
There were, however, several differences related to career counseling. 
There appears to be more training related to career counseling in the 1992 
sample than in the 1987 sample (Table 22). 
Table 22. Topics included in faculty advisor training 
League percentage 1987 study percentage 
All Some None All Some None 
Importance of advising 58.3 33.3 8.3 49.4 37.0 13.6 
Definition of advising 33.3 41.6 25.0 39.5 24.7 35.8 
Regulations/policies 61.5 30.8 7.7 60.5 37.0 2.5 
Campus referrals 61.5 30.8 7.7 46.9 43.2 9.9 
Career employment 16.7 75.0 8.3 17.3 50.6 32.1 
Use of information 50.0 41.6 8.3 37.0 39.5 23.5 
Counseling skills 18.2 54.6 27.3 18.5 46.9 34.6 
Interview skills 33.3 49.9 16.7 17.3 37.5 43.2 
Decision making skills 25.0 36.7 8.3 13.6 40.7 45.7 
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The methods of evaluating faculty advisors were similar in 1992 data 
and 1987 data. Student evaluation was utilized about 50 percent of the 
time in "all" to "some" departments. A difference was reflected in peer 
review with the League respondents more likely to utilize peer review than 
the 1987 respondents (Table 23). 
Table 23. Evaluation method—faculty advisors 
League percentage 1987 study percentage 
Method All Some None All Some None 
Student evaluation 8.3 41.6 50.0 21.2 33.3 45.5 
Self-evaluation 16.7 33.3 50.0 16.7 30.3 53.0 
Performance review 28.6 50.0 21.4 22.7 44.7 33.3 
Peer review 8.3 34.6 66.7 4.5 9.1 86.4 
Over 50 percent of the 1992 indicated that "some" or "all" of the 
departments provided release time for faculty, and 30 percent granted 
release time for committee work. Twenty percent granted time for 
research. A vast majority of the 1992 and 1987 respondents reported that 
faculty advising was not a major or minor consideration in tenure or 
promotion. The 1987 study found 14 percent indicating "some" or "all" 
departments provided release time from instruction for faculty advisors. 
Eight percent provided release time for committee work, and 1 percent 
provided release time for research. The 1987 data indicated a total of 27 
percent considered faculty advising as a major or minor consideration in 
tenure or promotion (Table 24). 
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Table 24. Recognition/reward for faculty advising 
League percentage 1987 study percentage 
Recognition All Some None All Some None 
Release time: 
instruction 18.2 36.4 45.5 4.3 9.5 86.2 
Release time: 
committee work 0.0 30.0 70.0 1.1 7.4 91.5 
Release time: research 10.0 10.0 80UO 1.1 0.0 98.9 
Salary increments 0.0 20.0 80.0 2.1 6.3 91.5 
Major consideration in 
promotion & tenure 0.0 0.0 100.0 2.1 8.5 89.4 
Minor consideration in 
promotion & tenure 0.0 10.0 90.0 6.4 14.9 78.7 
Awards 10.0 10.0 80.0 1.1 7.4 91.5 
No reward 37.5 12.5 50.0 59.6 13.8 26.6 
Other* 0.0 25.0 75.0 
^Other was cited on the League responses only. 
The 1992 study indicated the following: 90 percent of the colleges' 
student retention data was provided to "some" or "all" departments for use 
by faculty; 80 percent provided employment projections; 5 percent provided 
academic progress reports; 92 percent provided academic planning 
worksheets; 73 percent provided records or contact forms; 91 percent 
provided articulation worksheets; and 92 percent provided directories. 
This indicated more reference materials were provided to departments than 
in the 1987 study, which reflected the following: 63 percent of the 
institutions reported no departments received student retention 
information; 64 percent provided no records or contact forms; and over 
one-half indicated they did not provide employment information (Table 25). 
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Table 25. Reference materials provided for faculty advisors 
League percentage 1987 study percentage 
Reference materials All Some None All Some None 
Student retention 40.0 50.0 10.0 23.3 33.0 43.7 
Advising handbook 50.0 25.8 25.0 52.4 10.7 36.9 
Employment projection 10.0 70.0 20.0 6.8 40.8 52.4 
Computerized student 
academic progress 
reports 25.0 50.0 25.0 43.7 27.2 29.1 
Academic planning 
worksheets 50.0 41.6 8.3 58.3 26.2 15.5 
Records or contact 
forms 27.3 45.5 27.3 17.5 18.4 64.1 
Articulation worksheets 36.4 54.6 9.1 39.8 30.1 30.1 
Directory of campus 
referral sources 50.0 41.7 8.3 47.6 15.5 36.9 
The League provided the following materials in "all" or "some" 
departments at least 70 percent of the time: admissions application; high 
school transcript; ACT/SAT scores; non-test ACT/SAT information; college 
transcripts; and locally administered interest/placement test results. In 
looking at student information provided to faculty advisors, the 1992 
study showed 90 percent reporting "some" or "all" departments received the 
admissions application; 70 percent received high school transcripts and 
ACT/SAT scores, and 80 percent received non-test information. The 1987 
study indicated that about 50 percent of the respondents provided 
departments with admissions applications and transcripts, and one-third 
provided non-test ACT/SAT information (Table 26). 
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Table 26. Student information sources provided to faculty advisors 
League percentage 1987 study percentage 
Sources All Some None All Some None 
Admissions application 50.0 40.0 10.0 40.0 13.0 47.0 
High school transcript 10.0 60.0 30.0 33.0 26.0 41.0 
ACT/SAT scores 40.0 30.0 30.0 40.0 26.0 34.0 
Non-test ACT/SAT 
information 40.0 40.0 20.0 17.0 20.0 63.0 
College transcript 
grade reports 45.5 54.6 0.0 66.0 24.0 10.0 
Locally administered 
interest/placement 
test results 58.3 41.7 0.0 66.0 19.0 15.0 
Other information 0.0 50.0 50.0 4.0 3.0 93.0 
Advising Offices 
Data for respondents operating and utilizing advising offices begin 
with Table 27. In the study of League institutions, 65 percent had 
advising offices, while 85 percent of the 1987 respondents had advising 
offices (Table 27). 
The following table indicates increases in the use of part-time 
advisors, peer advisors and paraprofessionals and decreases in full-time 
advisors and faculty advisors for the League institutions as compared to 
1987 figures (TaUole 28). 
Table 27. Advising offices 
League percentage 1987 study percentage 
85.2 65.2 
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Table 28. Advising office personnel 
League percentage 1987 study percentage 
Full-time advisors 47.8 90.1 
Part-time advisors 87.0 51.3 
Non-faculty advisors 44.4 41.8 
Faculty advisors 50.0 60.2 
Paraprofessional advisors 22.2 12.3 
Peer advisors 22.2 9.2 
Advising offices in the current study indicated slight increases in 
the use of credit/non-credit courses, workshops and seminars, and small 
group orientation sessions (Table 29). 
Table 29. Group advising formats utilized by advising offices 
Format League percentage 1987 study percentage 
N=23 N=94 
Credit or non-credit courses 39.1 29.8 
Workshops or seminars 56.5 30.9 
Small group meetings during 
orientation or registration 73.9 67.0 
Other 21.7 4.3 
No group advising 8.7 19.1 
In the 1987 study, over half of the institutions reported advisor 
loads of under 100 advisees per full-time advisor. In the current study, 
no institutions reported advisor loads of less than 300. In addition, 
nearly 60 percent of the League reported 700 or more advisees per full-
time advisor, while in the 1987 study no institutions reported this level 
(Table 30). 
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Table 30. Advisor load: Number of advisees per full-time advisor 
Advisor load League percentage 1987 study percentage 
N=21 N=73 
Less than 100 0.0 53.4 
100-199 0.0 4.1 
200-299 0.0 2.7 
300-399 19.0 11.0 
400-499 4.8 15.1 
500-599 9.5 9.6 
600-699 9.9 4.1 
700 or more 57.1 0.0 
Both the League study and the 1987 study had similar reports of 
occasions requiring contact with the advising office. In general, where 
there were differences, respondents in the 1987 study reported slightly 
higher percentages of contact with the exception of required contact 
following an unsatisfactory report (Table 31). 
Table 31. Required occasions for advising office contact 
Occasion League percentage 1987 study percentage 
N=22 N=99 
Registration 56.5 69.3 
Changing registration 39.1 47.5 
Declaring a major 26.1 32.7 
Changing a major 34.8 46.5 
Following unsatisfactory 
progress report 60.9 32.7 
Withdrawing process 21.7 53.5 
Graduation approval 39.1 40.6 
Other 17.4 6.9 
Contact not required 17.4 16.8 
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The average frequency of contact between the advising office and 
students was nearly identical in both studies. About half of the 
institutions had an average contact of twice a semester, and about one-
fourth reported fewer contacts (Table 32). 
Table 32. Average frequency of contact: Advising office staff and 
students 
Contact count League percentage 1987 study percentage 
N=22 N=99 
Zero - one 22.7 25.3 
Two 50.0 45.5 
Three - five 27.7 24.2 
Six or more 4.5 5.0 
Among the League institutions with advising offices, 100 percent 
indicated responsibilities in working with underprepared and undecided 
students, while 96 percent reported responsibilities for advising transfer 
students and advising students about general education requirements. Two-
thirds of the institutions reported responsibility for freshman 
orientation, and evaluation of campus advising services, while 80 percent 
of the respondents indicated responsibility for coordinating all advising. 
Over half of the institutions reported that the advising office was 
responsible for establishing and maintaining records, development of an 
advising handbook, and training advisors campus-wide. About a quarter 
reported responsibility for evaluating transfer credits and preparing 
registration materials. Findings in the 1987 study were similar although 
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slightly higher percentages were reported concerning responsibility for 
evaluating transfer credit, maintaining records, freshman orientation, 
registration materials, and graduation clearance (Table 33). 
Table 33. Advising office and coordinator responsibilities 
Advising responsibilities League percentage 1987 study percentage 
N=24 N=97 
General education requirements 95.8 88.7 
Transfer students 95.8 92.8 
Underprepared students 100.0 85.6 
Undecided and exploratory students 100.0 91.8 
Evaluating transfer credit 29.2 45.4 
Establishing and maintaining 
records 58.3 66.0 
Graduation clearance 8.3 28.9 
Freshman orientation 66.7 81.4 
Training advisors campus-wide 50.0 52.6 
Preparing registration instruction 
and materials 29.2 47.4 
Developing a campus-wide advising 
handbook 58.3 51.5 
Evaluating campus advising 
services 66.7 46.4 
Coordinating all advising 79.2 64.9 
Other 25.0 4.1 
In the survey of League institutions, higher percentages reported 
advising services for special populations than in the 1987 study, with the 
exception of services for people with disabilities. About one-third 
reported services for transfer, undecided, and adult students, and about 
46 percent provided services for persons with disabilities, honor 
students, and minority students. Services for the last two groups 
increased from 10 percent for honor students, and 22 percent for 
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minorities reported in the 1987 study. Advising services for athletes 
increased from 22 percent to nearly 60 percent, while advising for 
international students increased from 34 to 83 percent. Services for 
underprepared students increased from 40 to 71 percent (Table 34). 
Table 34. Advising services for selected student populations 
Selected student population League percentage 1987 study percentage 
Transfer 37.5 28.6 
Undecided 37.5 31.9 
Adult 33.3 22.0 
Underprepared 70.8 39.6 
Disabled 95.8 56.0 
Preprofessionals 12.5 2.2 
Honors 41.7 9.9 
Minority 41.7 22.0 
Athletes 58.3 22.0 
International 83.3 34.1 
Same advising for all students N/A 29.3 
In both studies, institutions reported similar levels of student 
information provided for advisors. In the League study, 96 percent 
provided college transcripts, 74 percent provided interest and placement 
test results, 70 percent provided admissions applications, 60 percent 
provided SAT/ACT scores, 48 percent provided high school transcripts, and 
17 percent provided non-test information (Table 35). 
Seventy-one percent of the League institutions have regular 
evaluation of the effectiveness of the advising office compared to 
48 percent in the 1987 study (Table 36). 
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Table 35. Student information provided for advisors 
Sources League percentage 1987 study percentage 
Admissions application 69.6 60.8 
High school transcript 47.8 56.7 
ACT/SAT 60.9 57.7 
Non-testing information through 
ACT/SAT 17.4 23.7 
College transcript/grade reports 95.7 79.4 
Locally administered interest/ 
placement test results 73.9 83.5 
Table 36. Regular evaluation of advising office effectiveness 
League 1987 study 
Response percentage percentage 
__ N=ioi 
Yes 70.8 47.5 
No 29.2 52.5 
Eighty-eight percent of the League respondents reported evaluation 
through supervisor performance review, 50 percent through student 
evaluation, 30 percent through self-evaluation, and 30 percent through 
peer review only. Twenty percent indicated no formal review methods, as 
opposed to 40 percent in the 1987 study (Table 37). 
Eighty-six percent of the League institutions provided advisor 
training programs, compared to 62 percent of the institutions in the 1987 
study (Table 38). 
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Table 37. Advisor evaluation methods 
Method League percentage 1987 study percentage 
N=24 N=99 
Self-evaluation 33.3 23.2 
Student evaluation 50.0 27.3 
Performance review by supervisor 87.5 46.5 
Peer review 29.2 11.1 
Other 4.2 2.0 
No formal review 20.8 39.4 
Table 38. Advisor training program 
Response League percentage 1987 study percentage 
Yes—training program 86.4 62.4 
No—training program 13.6 37.6 
In the advisor training area, 75 percent of the League institutions 
reported using a series of short workshops throughout the year. This 
compared to 35 percent of the institutions in the 1987 study. About one-
third of the institutions in the 1987 study reported the use of a single 
day workshop or a series of workshops offered throughout the year. 
Seventy-five percent of League institutions reported the use of a series 
of short workshops (Table 39). 
In reporting training topics for advisors, 100 percent of the League 
institutions reported training on campus referral sources, academic 
requirements, and registration procedures. Ninety percent reported 
training on use of information sources such as transcripts, 85 percent on 
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Table 39. Advisor training program format 
Format League percentage 1987 study percentage 
Single workshop one day 25.0 33.3 
Series of short workshops 
through the year 75.0 34.9 
Single workshop longer than day 5.0 4.8 
Method varies by advisor 20.0 34.9 
Other 20.0 6.3 
the importance of academic advising, 80 percent on a definition of 
advising, 60 percent on interview skills, 50 percent on counseling skills, 
and 40 percent on decision making and career information. Percentages of 
institutions reporting training in these areas were higher for the League 
institutions as compared to the 1987 data with the exception of training 
on career information where both were basically the same (Table 40). 
Table 40. Advisor training topics 
Topic League percentage 1987 study percentage 
Importance of academic advising 85.0 48.5 
Definition of advising 80.0 33.7 
Academic regulations, policies, 
and registration procedures 100.0 61.4 
Campus referral sources 100.0 48.5 
Career and employment information 40.0 41.6 
Use of information sources/ 
admissions test results, 
transcripts 90.0 49.5 
Counseling skills 50.0 38.6 
Interview skills 60.0 26.7 
Decision-making skills 40.0 18.8 
83 
In reporting reference materials provided advising offices, 91 
percent of the League institutions provided articulation worksheets/ 
agreements, and 86 percent provided academic planning worksheets and 
referral directories. Sixty-eight percent provided advising handbooks and 
computerized academic progress records, 50 percent employment outlook 
projections, 45 percent retention data, and 36 percent forms for contacts. 
In most cases. League institutions reported higher percentages in 
providing these reference materials than the 1987 group. Provision for 
retention data and employment outlook projections were slightly lower 
among League institutions than among 1987 colleges (Table 41). 
Table 41. Advising office reference materials 
Materials League percentage 1987 Study percentage 
Retention data 45.5 57.9 
Advising handbook 68.2 58.9 
Employment outlook projections 50.0 52.6 
Computerized academic progress 
records 68.2 63.2 
Academic planning worksheets 86.4 78.9 
Forms for anecdotal records 
or contracts 36.4 34.7 
Articulation worksheets or 
agreements between institutions 90.9 73.7 
Directory of campus referral areas 86.4 63.2 
Overall Institutional Effectiveness 
Institutions were asked to report whether their current advising 
services were delivered in such a way that NACADA goals (Appendix, p. 152) 
were successfully achieved for most students. League institutions 
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reported satisfactory achievement in providing accurate information about 
institutional policies and programs (mean = 4.19), and making referrals to 
other support services (mean = 3.81). Achievement was considered 
"somewhat satisfactory" in all of the remaining areas. In all cases. 
League ratings were higher than ratings in the 1987 study (Table 42). 
Table 42. Advising program goals achieved* 
Goals League 1987 study 
Providing accurate information about institutional 
policies, procedures, resources, and programs 
Making referrals to other institutional or 
community support services 
Providing information about students to the 
institution, colleges, and/or academic 
departments 
Assisting students in developing an educational 
plan consistent with life goals and objectives 
(alternative courses of action, alternate 
career considerations, and selection of courses) 
Assisting students in evaluation or réévaluation 
of progress toward established goals and 
educational plans 
Assisting students in their consideration of life 
goals by relating interests, skills, abilities, 
and values to careers, the world of work, and 
the nature and purpose of higher education 
Assisting students in self-understanding and 
self-acceptance (value clarification, under­
standing abilities, interests, and limitations) 
Assisting students in developing decision-making 
skills 
4.19 
3.81 
3.74 
3,59 
3.52 
3.36 
3.35 
3.25 
3.87 
3.44 
3.39 
3.34 
3.28 
3.08 
2 . 8 6  
2.58 
*Scale = 1 (Does not apply); 2 (Achievement not very satisfactory); 
3 (Achievement somewhat satisfactory); 4 (Achievement satisfactory); 5 
(Achievement very satisfactory). For comparative purposes, the 1987 scale 
was utilized. 
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Institutions were asked to rate the overall effectiveness of the 
advising program on several variables. Ratings were based on a scale of 
1-5 with 1 being very inefficient and 5 being very efficient. The highest 
rankings in the League sample were for program economy (3.81), advisor 
selection (3.64), advisee information (3.62), advisor training (3.54), and 
campus-wide communication (3.50). Lowest rankings for the League were in 
the areas of recognition and reward (2.46), evaluation (3.00), and 
accountability (3.08). Again, all average ratings of effectiveness for 
the League institutions were higher than the average ratings in the 1987 
study (Table 43). 
Finally, institutions were asked to provide information related to 
perceptions of change in the effectiveness of their advising programs over 
the last 5 years. Again, ratings were given on a 5-point scale with 1 
Table 43. Effectiveness of campus advising programs* 
Goal effectiveness League Rank 1987 study Rank 
Meeting student needs 3.46 3.43 2 
Advisor traits 3.42 3.25 3 
Advisor selection 3.64 2 2.87 7 
Advisee information 3.62 3 3.49 1 
Campus-wide communication 3.50 5 3.19 4 
Training 3.54 4 2.39 9 
Accountability 3.08 2.47 8 
Campus-wide coordination 3.35 3.04 6 
Evaluation 3.00 2.35 10 
Recogn it ion/reward 2.46 1.91 11 
Program economy 3.81 1 3.12 5 
*Scale: 1 = much less effective; 2 = less effective; 3 = no change; 
4 = more effective; 5 = much more effective. 
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indicating the program was much less effective, 5 indicating much more 
effective, and 3 indicating no change. Among the League institutions, 
the highest ratings for change were given in the areas of advisee 
information (4.00), meeting student needs (3.81), and advisor training 
(3.78). Lowest ratings were given in the areas of recognition and reward 
(3.07), and evaluation and accountability (both 3.41). In the 1987 
study, the highest ratings were given for meeting student needs (3.84), 
advisee information (3.80), and campus-wide communication (3.63). The 
lowest ratings were for the same areas, as shown in the League study 
(Table 44). 
Table 44. Improvement in advising program, 1987-1992^ 
Improvement League mean Rank 1987 study Rank 
X mean x 
Advisee information 4.00 1 3.80 2 
Meeting student 
needs 3.81 2 3.84 1 
Training 3,78 3 3.31 8 
Campus-wide 
communication 3.59 4 3.63 3 
Advisor traits 3.56 5 3.54 6 
Campus-wide 
coordination 3.56 5 3.56 5 
Program economy 3.48 6 3.59 4 
Advisor selection 3.46 7 3.40 7 
Accountability 3.41 8 3.24 10 
Evaluation 3.41 8 3.25 9 
Recognition/reward 3.07 9 2.97 11 
*Scale = 1 (much less effective); 2 (less effective); 3 (no change); 
4 (more effective); 5 (much more effective). 
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Th# Profile of League for Innovation Academic Advising Component» 
Policy Statement 
Regular Evaluation of Program Effectiveness 
Faculty Advising (Models): 
Faculty advisors usually volunteer 
Small group orientation frequently utilized 
Faculty advising load more than 40 
Time spent advising tends to be over 15 percent 
Faculty required contact with advisees range, but most do class 
scheduling, major changes, and withdrawals 
Faculty advisor contacts average one per term 
Mandatory training program in use 
Format of faculty advisor training 
Series of workshops 
Topics include: regulations/policies importance of advising 
and referral areas 
If evaluated, faculty was usually evaluated with a performance 
review 
Release time was the most frequent reward 
Advising was not a consideration for faculty promotion 
Advising handbook was the most frequently used resource 
Student information sources 
Admissions application 
High school transcript 
ACT/SAT scores 
Non-test ACT/SAT information 
College transcripts 
Locally administered interest/placement inventories 
Director of Advising or Counseling; 
Full-time position 
Master's degree or master's plus graduate work 
Salary over $40,000 
12-month appointment 
Self-contained Model (frequently called advising office): 
Group advising formats utilized: 
Small groups during orientation, registration, workshops 
or seminars 
Figure 2. Profile of academic advising components/services in public 
community colleges utilizing League for Innovation responses 
(developed by this researcher) 
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Self-contained Model (continued) 
Advisor load 
700 students or more 
Top 3 required occasions for contact 
Following unsatisfactory progress report 
Registration 
Changing registration (tied) 
Graduation approval (tied) 
Average frequency of contact 
2-5 
Limited list advising office and coordinator responsibilities 
in rank order 
Underprepared students 
Undecided and exploratory student 
General education requirements 
Transfer students 
Coordinating all advising 
Evaluating campus advising services (tied) 
Freshman orientation (tied) 
Developing a campus-wide advising handbook 
Establishing and maintaining records 
Training advisors campus-wide 
Specialized advising services for selected student populations in 
rank order 
International 
Underprepared 
Athletes 
Disabled 
Honors 
Minorities 
Transfer undecided 
Undecided adult 
Student information provided advisors 
College transcript/grade reports 
Locally administered interest/placement test results 
Admissions application 
ACT/SAT 
Regular evaluation of advising office effectiveness 
Most frequently utilized advisor evaluation method: Performance 
review by supervisors 
Advising training program maintained 
Advising training format : Series of short workshops through the 
year 
Advisor training topics 
Academic regulations 
Campus referral 
Figure 2. (Continued) 
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Self-contained Model (continued) 
Use of information sources (i.e., admission test results) 
Importance of advising 
Definition of advising 
Advising office reference materials 
Articulation worksheets 
Academic planning worksheets 
Campus referral areas 
Computerized academic progress records 
Advising handbook 
Figure 2 .  (Continued) 
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Statistically Significant Data 
The following tables contain data which this research found to be 
statistically significant. 
Larger schools with enrollments over 10,000 were significantly more 
likely to provide admissions routinely to advisors (Table 45). 
Table 45. Reference materials provided for advisors—1992 League 
response only 
Under Over 
10,000 10,000 Total Proba-
N % N % N % bility 
Admissions applica­
tions routinely pro­
vided to advisors 
Yes 2 12.0 14 88.0 16 69.6 
No 5 71.0 2 29.0 7 30.4 5.45 0.019 
Respondents were asked to rank effectiveness of advising in 
achieving the NACADA goal of assisting students in their consideration 
of life goals by relating interests, skills, abilities, and values to 
careers, the world of work, and the nature and purpose of higher 
education, and to rank effectiveness of meeting student needs when 
combined with the expenditure of human and fiscal resources. 
Respondents from small schools (under 10,000) rated effectiveness in 
meeting the needs of students combined with the expenditure of human and 
fiscal resources as significantly higher (4.29) than schools with over 
19,000 enrollees (2.94). Respondents from smaller schools perceived their 
programs as "satisfactory" to "very satisfactory," while larger schools 
perceived their programs as "somewhat satisfactory" (Table 46). 
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Table 46. Advising effectiveness based on size of institution^ 
Under Over 
10,000 10,000 t- Proba-
Heasure of effectiveness N x N x value bility 
NACAOA goal of: 
Effectiveness of 
institution's 
advising program 
in meeting needs 
of students, 
combined with 
the expenditure 
of human and 
fiscal resources 7 4.29 17 2.94 2.64 0.015 
^Scale: 1 = Very ineffective; 2 = Ineffective; 3 = No change; 4 = 
Effective; 5 = Very effective. 
Respondents for institutions utilizing the centralized advising 
service reported that their institutions have become more effective in 
implementing training programs for advisors in the past five years. This 
response was significantly different from the responses provided by 
institutions using faculty advisors. Respondents from institutions using 
faculty advisors indicated that there had been no change in institutional 
effectiveness in implementing training programs for advisors in the last 
five years (Table 47). 
Institutions using centralized advising were significantly less 
likely to report that students were required to contact the advising 
office when changing a major, than were institutions utilizing faculty 
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Table 47. Organizational modela as measures of institutional advising 
effectiveness® 
Faculty Central-
involved ized t- Proba-
in advising advised value bility 
Effectiveness measure N x N x 
Degree to which institu­
tional effectiveness in 
implementing a training 
program for advisors has 
changed in the last five 
years 10 3.40 14 4.07 -2.08 0.049 
®Scale: 5 = Much more effective; 4 = More effective; 3 = No change; 
2 = Less effective; 1 = Much less effective. 
office when changing a major, than were institutions utilizing faculty 
advisors. Institutions with centralized advising were also significantly 
more likely to report that the advising office was responsible for 
freshman orientation than were institutions using faculty advisors (Table 
48). 
Reporting structures 
Utilizing t-test, it was found that institutions with advising 
coordinated by a Director of Advising were significantly more likely to 
require students receiving unsatisfactory progress reports to contact 
advisors. These institutions were also apt to have advisors who committed 
more than IS percent of their time to advising responsibilities than were 
institutions which utilized Directors of Counseling. 
Although few units coordinated by a Director of Advising rewarded 
advising activities with release time, this average was still 
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Table 48. Organizational models as measures of responsibilities 
Faculty Central-
involved ized 
Contact requirement in advising advised Total Proba-
variable N % N % N % bility 
Students required to 
contact advising office 
when changing a major 
Yes 6 86.0 1 14.0 7 33.3 
No 3 21.0 11 79.0 14 66.7 5.47 0.019 
Academic advising office 
and its coordinator/ 
director were responsible 
for freshman orientation 
Yes 3 20.0 12 80.0 15 68.2 
No 6 85.7 1 14.3 7 31.8 6.02 0.014 
significantly higher than in units coordinated by a Director of 
Counseling, where it was reported that more provided release time as a 
reward for advising. While units coordinated by a Director of Advising 
reported that "none" had less than 20 students assigned to an advisor, 
units coordinated by a Director of Counseling reported that "few" to 
"some" departments assigned less than 20 students to an advisor (Table 
49). 
Institutions with a Director of Advising reported significantly 
higher levels of effectiveness of their advising program in two areas. 
Respondents with Directors of Advising felt that they were "more 
effective" to "much more effective" in providing advisors with the basic 
skills necessary for advising and the time necessary to do an effective 
job. Institutions with Directors of Counseling rated themselves as 
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Table 49. Reporting structures as measures of advisor responsibilities^ 
t- t-proba-
Advisor responsibilities N x S.D. value bility 
1. Students required to contact 
advisor due to unsatisfactory 
progress 
Director of Advising 4 4.50 1.00 2.48 0.04 
Director of Counseling 6 2.50 1.40 
2. Number of students assigned 
to advisor in academic units 
was less than 20 
Director of Advising 5 1.00 0.00 -2.74 0.03 
Director of Counseling 3 2.30 1.20 
3. Advisors rewarded for 
advising by release time for 
committee work 
Director of Advising 4 2.00 0.80 2.45 0.05 
Director of Counseling 4 1.00 0.00 
4. Advisors count more than 15 
percent of their time to 
advising responsibilities 
Director of Advising 5 3.60 1.14 3.14 0.02 
Director of Counseling 3 1.30 0.58 
®Scale; 1 = None; 2 = Few; 3 = Some; 4 = Most; 5 = All. 
"ineffective" to "somewhat effective" in this area. Institutions with 
Directors of Advising also reported that their institutions have become 
"more effective" to "much more effective" in the last 5 years as compared 
to institutions with a Director of Counseling which reported no change 
(Table 50). 
Institutions with a Director of Advising were significantly more 
likely to require students to contact the advising office for class 
scheduling and registration than were institutions with a Director of 
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Table 50. Reporting structures and advising effectiveness* 
t- t-proba-
Advisor effectiveness N X S.D. value bility 
1. Advisors willing to partici­
pate in advising, have at 
least the basic skills 
and the time necessary to 
do an effective job of 
advising 
Director of Advising 8 4.13 0.84 2.62 0,02 
Director of Counseling 13 2.92 1.12 
2. Institutional effectiveness 
changed during last 5 years 
in providing advising 
Director of Advising 9 4.22 0.67 3.10 0.01 
Director of Counseling 13 3.08 0.95 
*Scale: 5 = Much more effective; 4 = More effective; 3 » No change; 
2 = Less effective; 1 * Much less effective. 
Counseling. All of the institutions with advising activities coordinated 
by a Director of Counseling reported the use of credit and non-credit 
group advising formats. This was significantly higher than institutions 
with a Director of Advising, where 70 percent did not use these formats. 
Significant differences were found in the use of formal evaluation 
methods between institutions with a Director of Advising and institutions 
with a Director of Counseling. The data showed that half of the 
respondents from institutions with Directors of Advising indicated that no 
formal methods were used to evaluate advisors, while only one-fourth of 
the institutions with a Director of Counseling reported no formal methods 
of evaluation (Table 51). 
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Table 51. Reporting structures as measures of advisor responsibilities* 
Director Director of 
Responsibility of Advising Counseling Total Proba-
N % N % N % bility 
Students required to 
contact advising office 
for class scheduling/ 
registration 
Yes 6 66.7 3 33.3 9 47.7 
Ko 1 10.0 9 90.0 10 52.6 4.33 0.04 
No formal methods used 
to evaluate advisors 
Yes 4 100.0 0 0.0 4 20.0 
No 4 25.0 12 75.0 16 80.0 4.70 0.03 
Credit or non-credit 
group advising formats 
are used by advising 
office staff 
Yes 0 0.0 9 100.0 9 47.4 
No 7 70.0 3 30.0 10 52.6 7.19 0.01 
*Scale: 5 = Much more effective; 4 = More effective; 3 = No change; 
2 = Less effective; 1 => Much less effective. 
Written advising policv 
Advising offices in institutions with a written academic advising 
policy were significantly more likely to be responsible for evaluating 
transfer credit, training advisors campus-wide, and developing a campus-
wide advising handbook than were institutions without a written policy 
(Table 52). 
Institutions with a written academic advising policy reported that 
"some" to "most" units required students to contact the advising office 
when declaring a major and to approve graduation plans, while institutions 
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Table 52. Advising policies as measures of advising office 
responsibilities* 
Responsibility Have policy No policy Total Proba-
N % N % N % bility 
Academic advising office 
was responsible for 
evaluating transfer 
credit 
Yes 7 100.0 0 0.0 7 29.2 
No 7 41.1 10 59.0 17 70.8 4.85 0.028 
Academic advising office 
was responsible for train­
ing advisors campus-wide 
Yes 10 83.3 2 16.7 12 50.0 4.29 0.038 
No 4 33.3 8 66.6 12 50.0 
Academic advising office 
was responsible for 
developing a campus-wide 
advising handbook 
Yes 11 78.6 3 21.4 14 58.3 
No 3 30.0 7 70.0 10 41.7 3.84 0.050 
*Scale: 5 = Much more effective; 4 = More effective; 3 = No change; 
2 = Less effective; 1 > Much less effective. 
with no written policy reported that "none" to "few" of the units required 
contact with students at these times. 
Institutions with and without written policies were also 
significantly different in how information and training were provided to 
advisors. Institutions with written policies reported that "some" to 
"most" units included workshops throughout the year, and provided career 
and employment information in advisor training and a definition of 
advising in advisor training. Institutions with no policy reported these 
activities occurred in "few" units. 
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In addition, institutions with advising policies reported that 
"most" to "all" units included training on the importance of advising and 
provided advising handbooks and articulation worksheets to all advisors. 
In comparison, institutions with no written policy reported that "few" to 
"some" units provided these services. 
In comparing institutions with and without written policies, those 
without policies reported that "some" units had an average of 3-5 advising 
contacts between advisors and advisees per term, while those with a 
written policy reported "none" to "few" departments averaged 3-5 contacts 
per term between advisors and advisees (Table 53). 
Significant differences were found in advising effectiveness between 
institutions with and without written advising policies. Institutions 
with a written policy rated themselves significantly higher than 
institutions without advising policies in these areas; implementing 
training programs for advisors; recognizing and rewarding quality 
advising; and meeting student needs when combined with expenditure of 
human and fiscal resources (Table 54). 
Institutions with a written advising policy rated themselves 
significantly higher in increasing the effectiveness of their academic 
advising in the past five years on three measures: providing coordinators 
with the basic skills necessary and the time to do an effective job; 
identifying individuals to participate in advising; and providing a 
standard of advisor accountability to a higher level of authority and to 
advisees (Table 55). 
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Table 53. Advising policies as measures of faculty advisors' 
responsibilities/training^ 
Have policy No policy t- Proba-
Advising component N x N x value bility 
Students required to contact 
advisor when: 
Unsatisfactory progress 
report was received 
Declaring major 
Approving graduation 
plans 
Academic term advising 
contacts were 
between 3-5 times 
per term 
Training progreuns for 
advisors include a 
series of work­
shops throughout the 
year 
Career and employment 
information included 
in advisor training 
Importance of advising 
included in advisor 
training 
Definition of advising 
included in advisor 
training 
Advising handbook 
routinely provided to 
advisors 
Articulation worksheets or 
institutional agree­
ments provided to all 
advisors 7 4.29 4 2.50 2.42 0.380 
*Scale: 5 » All academic units; 4 = Most academic units; 3 = Some 
academic units; 2 = Few academic units; 1 = No academic units. 
8 
8 
3.75 
3.63 
5 
4 
2 .00  
1.50 
2.43 
2.67 
0.033 
0.023 
8 3.38 1.25 2.42 0.036 
1.78 3.00 -2.46 0.034 
6 3.73 4 2.00 2.70 0.027 
8 3.38 4 2.00 2.26 0.047 
8 4.63 4 2.75 2.73 0.021 
8 3.88 4 2.00 2.23 0.051 
8 4.25 4 2.00 2.51 0.310 
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Table 54. Advising policies as measures of advising effectiveness' 
Effectiveness measure 
Have policy No policy 
N X N X 
t- Proba-
value bility 
Implementing a training 
prograun for advisors 
Recognizing/rewarding 
quality advising 
Meeting student needs 
when combined with 
expenditures of human 
and fiscal resources 
16 3.88 10 3.00 2.28 0.032 
16 2.88 10 1.80 2.41 0.024 
15 3.73 9 2.67 2.13 0.044 
*Scale: 1 = Very ineffective; 2 = Ineffective; 3 = No change; 4 = 
Effective; 5 = Very effective. 
Table 55. Advising policies as measures of change in advising 
effectiveness^ 
Have policy No policy t- Proba-
Measures of effectiveness N x N x value bility 
Providing advisors who have 
at least the basic skills 
and the time necessary to 
do an effective job 16 3.94 11 3.00 2.62 0.015 
Identifying and selecting 
individuals to participate 
in advising 15 3.80 11 3.00 2.39 0.031 
Providing a standard of 
advisor accountability to 
both a higher level of 
authority and advisees 16 3.69 11 3.00 2.60 0.016 
*Scale: 1 = Much less effective; 2 = Less effective; 3 = No change; 
4 = More effective; 5 = Much more effective. 
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Research Questions 
The frequency tables provided a basis for comparing League 
characteristics with national data and generating descriptive data. 
Research Question 1; Who coordinates and organizes 
campus advising svstems? 
The coordinating titles most frequently mentioned were Director/ 
Coordinator of Advising or Director of Counseling. 
Research Question 2; What organizational structure 
houses advising services? 
The self-contained model delivery system was the most utilized 
system of the respondents (self-contained models have advising offices 
whose staff perform academic advising functions from orientation through 
departure or goal completion). The 1987 figures indicate a close ranking 
of faculty only, split model and self-contained model delivery systems. 
Of the prevalent organizational models, only a small percent of the League 
utilized the faculty only advising delivery system. 
Research Question 3; What are the functions and 
who are the personnel in the advising offices? 
The functions indicated were advising services provided to transfer 
students, underprepared students, and undecided and exploratory students. 
These services included evaluating transfer credit, establishing and 
maintaining records, graduation clearance, freshman orientation, training 
advisors campus-wide, preparing registration materials, developing a 
campus-wide advising handbook, evaluating campus advising services, and 
coordinating all advising. The advising offices were staffed by the 
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following personnel, ranked by frequency; full-time advisors, part-time 
advisors, non-faculty advisors, faculty advisors, paraprofessional 
advisors, and peer advisors. 
Research Question 4; What are the advising functions 
when instructional faculty advise? 
Major advising functions were class scheduling, adding classes, 
drop/withdraw, declaring major, changing major, unsatisfactory report, 
approving graduation plans, and withdrawing. 
Research Question 5; What are the evaluation components and 
training components utilized on communitv college campuses? 
Over 70 percent of the League respondents utilized some form of 
regular evaluation of advising effectiveness. The evaluation method was 
primarily performance review by supervisor (87.5 percent), and/or student 
evaluation (50 percent). The 1987 data reflected that over 50 percent of 
the respondents did no regular evaluation of advising office 
effectiveness, but of the institutions that did evaluate, the primary 
method was performance review (46.5 percent). The League institutions had 
advisor training programs in 86.4 percent of the colleges responding, 
while the 1987 figures reflected 62.4 percent had advisor training. The 
advisor training program format most utilized in the League was a "series 
of short workshops through the year," as indicated by 75 percent of 
respondents. The 1987 data indicated that "series of short workshops 
through the year" and "methods vary by advisor" were tied at 34.9 percent. 
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Research Question 6; What is the overall institutional 
effectiveness of academic advising programs? 
The League's reporting reflected a "more effective" response in 
"providing accurate information about institutional policies, procedures, 
resources and programs," and all of the 1987 national data reflected 
slightly lower scores than the League. One item, providing accurate 
information about institutional policies, procedures, resources, and 
programs, did rank high at 3.87 in the 1987 data. In reviewing 
effectiveness of campus advising programs, the mean was below "achievement 
satisfactory." The items that the League respondents rated the highest 
("achievement somewhat satisfactory") were the following: program economy 
(3.81), advisor selection (3.64), advisee information (3.62), training 
(3.54), and campus-wide communication (3.50). 
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CHAPTER V. SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The final chapter of this study is presented in three sections. The 
first section is a summary of the study. The second section is a 
discussion of the conclusions. The third section presents recommendations 
for future research which would be related to strengthening the academic 
advising facet of student services in community colleges. 
Summary 
The major focus of this research was to identify and analyze the 
components of community college academic advising models. In order to 
do this, the researcher utilized two surveys. The first survey was 
taken by ACT in 1987 and elicited responses from 155 institutions. The 
second survey was done by this researcher in 1992, and was limited to 
public community colleges which were members of The League for Innovation 
in the Community College. From the total membership of 46 colleges, 
responses were received from 27 campuses. The results of the two surveys 
were compared and contrasted in order to ascertain similarities, 
differences, and current trends in academic advising. In some cases, the 
results of a similar survey completed in 1983 were included in order to 
better define trends. The primary purpose of this research was to 
investigate the data, to examine effective practices, and to make 
recommendations for academic advising in community colleges and for future 
research. 
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Responses to Research Questions 
Response to Research Question 1; Who coordinates and organizes campus 
advising svstems? 
The coordinating titles most frequently mentioned were Director/ 
Coordinator of Advising or Director of Counseling. 
Response to Research Question 2; What organizational structure houses 
advising services? 
The self-contained delivery system was the most frequently utilized 
system of the respondents (self-contained models have advising offices 
whose staff perform academic advising functions from orientation through 
departure or goal completion). The 1987 figures indicated a close ranking 
of faculty only, split model and self-contained model delivery systems. 
Only a small percent of the league utilized the faculty only advising 
delivery system. 
Response to Research Question 3; What are the functions and who are the 
personnel in the advising offices? 
The functions indicated were advising services provided to transfer 
students, underprepared students, and undecided and exploratory students. 
These services included evaluating transfer credit, establishing and 
maintaining records, graduation clearance, freshman orientation, training 
advisors campus-wide, preparing registration materials, developing a 
campus-wide advising handbook, evaluating campus advising services, and 
coordinating all advising. The advising offices were staffed by the 
following personnel, ranked by frequency: full-time advisors, part-time 
advisors, non-faculty advisors, faculty advisors, paraprofessional 
advisors, and peer advisors. 
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Response to Research Question 4; What are the advising functions when 
instructional faculty advise? 
The major advising functions were class scheduling, adding classes, 
drop/withdraw, declaring major, changing major, unsatisfactory report, 
approving graduation plans, and withdrawing. 
Response to Research Question 5; What are the evaluation components and 
training components utilized on community college campuses? 
Over 70 percent of the League respondents utilized some form of 
regular evaluation of advising effectiveness. The evaluation method was 
primarily performance review by supervisor (87.5 percent) and/or student 
evaluation (50 percent). The 1987 data reflected that over 50 percent of 
the respondents did no regular evaluation of advising office 
effectiveness, but of the institutions that did evaluate, the primary 
method was performance review (46.5 percent). The League institutions had 
advisor training programs in 86.4 percent of the colleges responding, 
while the 1987 figures reflected 62.4 percent had advisor training. The 
advisor training program format most utilized in the League was a "series 
of short workshops through the year," as indicated by 75 percent of 
respondents. The 1987 data indicated that "series of short workshops 
through the year" and "methods vary by advisor" were tied at 34.9 percent. 
Response to Research Question 6; What is the overall institutional 
effectiveness of academic advising programs? 
The League's reporting reflected a "more effective" response in 
"providing accurate information about institutional policies, procedures, 
resources and programs," and all of the 1987 national data reflected 
slightly lower scores than the League. Qne item, providing accurate 
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information about institutional policies, procedures, resources, and 
programs, did rank high at 3.87 in the 1987 data. In reviewing the 
effectiveness of campus advising programs, the mean was below "achievement 
satisfactory." The items that the League respondents rated the highest 
("achievement somewhat satisfactory") were the following: program economy 
(3.81), advisor selection (3.64), advisee information (3.62), training 
(3.54), and campus-wide communication (3.50). 
Overview of The League for Innovation in the 
Community College Responses 
Enrollment size 
1. Larger schools were more likely to provide students' admission 
applications to advisors. 
2. Small schools rated their effectiveness in utilization of 
human and fiscal resources significantly higher than larger 
schools. 
Organizational models 
1. Institutions using self-contained (or centralized advising) 
models reported themselves as significantly more effective in 
implementing training programs in the last five years than 
institutions using faculty advisors. 
2. Institutions using self-contained (or centralized advising) 
models were less likely to require students to contact the 
advising office when changing a major than institutions with 
faculty involvement models. 
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3. Institutions with self-contained advising models reported that 
the advising office was more likely to be responsible for 
freshman orientation than institutions using faculty advisors. 
Reporting structures 
1. Institutions with a Director of Advising required student 
contact for unsatisfactory progress more often than 
institutions with a Director of Counseling. 
2. Institutions with a Director of Advising were more likely to 
reward advisors by release time for committee work than were 
institutions with a Director of Counseling. 
3. Institutions with a Director of Advising were more likely to 
spend a greater proportion of their time in advising 
responsibilities than institutions with a Director of 
Counseling. 
4. Institutions with a Director of Advising indicated that the 
number of students assigned to an advisor was higher than the 
number of students assigned to a Director of Counseling. 
5. Institutions with a Director of Advising viewed themselves as 
more effective in providing basic skills for advising and the 
time necessary to do an effective job than institutions with a 
Director of Counseling. 
6. Institutions with a Director of Advising reported being more 
effective in the last five years in providing advising 
services, but institutions with a Director of Counseling 
reported no change in effectiveness in the last five years. 
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7. Institutions with a Director of Advising were more likely to 
indicate that no formal training methods were utilized. 
8. Institutions with a Director of Advising were more likely to 
require students to contact the advising office for class 
scheduling and registration, and to evaluate advisors. 
9. Institutions with a Director of Advising were less likely to 
use credit or non-credit group advising formats. 
Written academic advising policv 
Institutions with an advising policy were more likely to: 
1. Be responsible for evaluating transfer credit 
2. Provide campus-wide training of advisors 
3. Develop a campus-wide advising handbook 
4. Require students to contact the advising office when declaring 
a major 
5. Require students to contact the office to approve graduation 
plans 
6. Provide training workshops throughout the year 
7. Include career and employment information in advisor training 
8. Focus on the importance of advising and definitions of 
advising in advisor training 
9. Provide an advising handbook to advisors 
10. Provide articulation worksheets for advisors 
11. Rate their effectiveness in implementing a training program 
for advisors significantly higher 
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12. Rate their effectiveness higher on recognizing and rewarding 
quality advising 
13. Rate their effectiveness in utilizing human and fiscal 
resources higher 
14. Indicate greater effectiveness in providing advisors with the 
basic skills and necessary time for advising over the past 
five years 
15. Indicate a higher level of increased effectiveness in 
identifying and selecting individuals to participate in 
advising over the last five years 
16. Indicate significantly more improvement over the last five 
years in providing standards for advisor accountability to 
both higher levels of authority and to advisees 
The study indicated statistically significant differences primarily 
in the areas of reporting structure and written academic advising policy. 
Conclusions 
This research sought to identify institutional practices and 
organizational models in order to facilitate future model development for 
two-year institutions. The use of the surveys provided the means to test 
the null hypotheses and ultimately to disprove them. 
Hypotheses 
There will be no significant difference in score or measures of 
institutional effectiveness between The League for Innovation Institutions 
compared on the following variables: 
Ill 
1. Enrollment size—institutions with enrollments of under 10,000 
compared to institutions with enrollments of over 10,000. 
Size made a difference in effectiveness of academic advising 
variables. Larger schools rated themselves as more effective 
(Tables 45, 46). 
2. Reporting structure—institutions with academic advising 
coordinated by a Director of Counseling compared to 
institutions with academic advising coordinated by a Director 
of Advising. Staff within Director of Advising reporting 
structures considered themselves more effectively trained, and 
advising services provided were more extensive (Tables 49, 50, 
51). 
3. Academic advising policy—institutions with a written academic 
advising policy compared to institutions without a written 
academic advising policy. The presence of a written academic 
advising policy was the most indicative factor for positive 
institutional effectiveness in the areas of advisor training 
and responsibilities (Tables 52, 53, 54, 55). 
4. Delivery system—institutions that use faculty members as 
advisors compared to institutions with centralized advising. 
The delivery system with the most impact on institutional 
effectiveness was centralized advising (Tables 47, 48). 
Recommendat ions 
The nature of public education funding, and the characteristics of 
community college institutions make institutional effectiveness and human 
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and fiscal expenditures on any student service Important. Therefore, 
planning Is essential. Planning requires research, and the community 
college system needs to expand their research. Much of the previous work 
has dealt with four-year colleges and universities, although that is 
certainly changing. Research for community college institutions should 
come from within the community college system as well as from outside 
experts. 
After reviewing this study, and before making recommendations for 
further research, it is suggested that community colleges adopt the 
practice of developing and utilizing an academic advising policy. This 
variable was the most frequently Indicated as contributing to 
Institutional effectiveness, and could be Incorporated with a minimum of 
expense. A further suggestion is that community colleges establish 
centralized advising offices. However, if this is not possible, it is 
recommended that faculty in faculty advisor models be trained as 
extensively as advising office personnel, and that they be responsible for 
special student populations, and for Freshman orientation. 
In regard to further research, the following is recommended: 
replicate this study utilizing an Increased sample size; survey students, 
faculty, and staff for organizational model effectiveness; and look at 
additional institutions in regard to the variables utilized in this study. 
This researcher would also suggest a qualitative study of advising in 
various organizational models for deeper understanding of factors 
affecting perceptions of advising. Research should be generated which 
focuses on increased utilization of computers in academic advising 
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delivery systems of the future. General characteristics like rural 
setting vs. urban environment for community colleges may affect academic 
advising delivery; therefore, community college characteristics should be 
expanded to further describe the two-year institutions being studied. The 
following items/suggestions were generated from responses received from 
the League and indicate direction for future research; they include: 
• Studying group advising for nursing major students, student athletes 
(or any select segment major) 
• Utilization of peer advisors 
• Training programs for advisors (i.e., handbook, mentoring, intensive 
training in classroom, and on the job) 
• Incorporating career program advising 
• Computer assisted advising/Degree audit procedures 
• Utilizing ASSET as a part of admissions 
• Utilizing CASES Expert System (student records available on computer 
in each advisor's office) 
As indicated earlier, there is no one inclusive model of academic 
advising for community colleges. There is, however, a need to identify 
facilitating variables/components which correspond to the unique and 
diverse needs in the community college student body. 
This statement from Deegan (1985) provides an appropriate 
perspective for the conclusion of this study: 
The specific role, program, and management strategies of 
student support services [advising] . . . can be defined only 
after a college has determined its mission and the priorities 
within that mission. Once that has been done, long-range 
strategic planning can begin and the role of student support 
services can be made a major part of that strategic plan. The 
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role, however it is defined, can be effectively implemented 
only through greater effort toward the integration of teaching 
and student services in such a way that the most productive 
learning environment is created for the broad spectrum of 
students who will use the community college as one means of 
achieving their life goals. 
. . . The future of student support programs in 
community colleges must be tied more directly to the future of 
colleges generally. What is needed is a reassessment and 
agreement on mission and priorities, a strategic plan to 
achieve those priorities, and an analysis of the costs and 
benefits of alternative program and management strategies that 
more effectively integrate student services as mainstream 
activities. We hope to see this kind of strategic planning 
more broadly implemented in community colleges and the 
emergence of a new conceptual basis and effectiveness for 
student support programs. . . . (p. 147) 
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May 16, 1991 
Dr. Wes R. Habley 
PO Box 168 
Iowa City, lA 52243 
Dear Dr. Habley: 
I am grateful for the cooperation that you have shown con­
cerning my dissertation topic (Academic Advising at Commu­
nity Colleges). 
The purpose of this letter is to request your written permis­
sion to utilize the survey instrument used in your 1987 re­
search which provided the data for the Third ACT National 
Survey of Academic Advising. 
As I make progress with my topic, I will keep you posted. 
Thank you for your support. 
Sincerely, 
Dava James 
June 14, 1991 
Dava James 
46C Schilleter Village 
Ames, lA 50010 
Dear Ms. James: 
You have ACT*"s permission to use in your dissertation research the ACT 
survey instrument that was part of our national survey of academic advising 
(1987). Please give full standard credit and indicate that the survey 
has been used with our permission. We would appreciate having a summary 
of your results at the appropriate time. 
Best wishes for the success of your project. If you need additional 
information, please don't hesitate to contact me or Dr. Habley. 
Sincerely, 
Patricia A. Farrant, PhD 
Assistant Vice President 
Public Affairs 
/dvh 
ccr Wes Habley 
2201 North Dodge Street P.O. Box 168 
Iowa City, Iowa 52243 
(319) 337-1000 
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April 30, 1992 
address-
Dear name-: 
The development of academic advising systems in two-year public community colleges is an important 
area for continued study in higher education. Your institution had participated in a national survey on 
advising conducted by ACT. With tiKe approval of ACT and as part of my dissertation research, I am 
conducting a replication of the 1987 study and your help is invaluable. I will only be surveying members 
of the League for Innovation. Would you please refer this survey to the chief administrator or staff 
member assigned to coordinate the academic advising system as it currently exists in your district? The 
cooperation of your staff will be appreciated. I have enclosed enough copies for each campus within your 
district. The survey takes less than 40 minutes to complete and confidentiality is ensured by a coding 
system unique to my project. The surveys should be returned by May 18, 1992. The results will be 
available to you upon request by mailing the enclosed postcard witfi your correct address. The principal 
researcher be handling all data, and your prompt response will affect the time allotted for issuing the 
generated research analysis. 
My experiences as a graduate student at Iowa State University and as a faculty member at Marshalltown 
Community College in Iowa have heightened my desire to leam more about models of quality academic 
advising. Your institution has a demonstrated history of positive actions in the direction of facilitating 
student success. 
Would you please return the survey in the self-addressed stamped envelope provided? I may be reached 
for questions by phone (515) 752-7106 (daytime) or (515) 233-2928 (after six). Participation is voluntary, 
but your cooperation in this project will be continuing your tradition of support and innovation in the 
field of higher education. (Surveys should be sent to: Attention: Dava Paulette James, % Larry H. Ebbers, 
N. 243 Lagomardno Hall, Iowa State University, Ames, Iowa 50011-3195.) 
I thank you for your consideration. 
Sincerely, 
Dava Paulette James Larry H. Ebbers 
Doctoral Student Prof^sor and Chair 
Professional Studies in Education 
Enclosures 
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April 30, 1992 
Dear Respondent : 
You are being asked to share your expertise in 
academic advising. The development of 
academic advising systems in two-year colleges 
is an important area for continued study in 
higher education. Would you please answer the 
survey questions and return the form in the 
accompanying envelope? Your cooperation is 
important. The completed survey should take 
less than 40 minutes to complete. All 
information is confidential. A follow-up 
request will be made if responses have not 
been received by May 18, 1992. 
Your participation is appreciated and I thank 
you for your time. 
Sincerely, 
Dava Paulette James 
Doctoral Student 
Larry H. Ebbers 
Professor and Chair 
Professional Studies 
in Education 
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SECTION 1 
GENERAL INFORMATION 
To Be Completed By All Respondents 
1. Indicate the size of enrollment at your institution. 
5,000-9,999 
10,000-19,999 
Over 20,000 
2. What percentage of programs taught on your campus are Arts 4c Sciences % 
Vocational/Technical % 
Self Improvement/Skill Building % 
Other (name) % 
3. Which title listed below is closest to that of the individual responsible for coordinating the 
campus advising system? 
Director/Coordinator of Advising 
Director of Counseling 
Vice President/Dean of Academic Affairs 
Assistant Vice President/Dean of Academic Affairs 
Vice President/Dean of Student Affairs 
Assistant Vice President/Dean of Student Affairs 
College Dean or Department Chairperson 
Other, please specify 
No one has this responsibility (skip to question itS) 
4. Approximately what portion of this person's time is spent in responsibilities related to the 
academic advising program? 
Less than one-quarter time 
One-quarter time 
Half-time 
Three-quarter time 
Full-time (please supply the information requested) 
Hi^test degree held by coordinator 
Aimual salary of the coordinator 
What is the contract/appointment period covered by ttiis salary? 
9 months 10 months 12 months 
5. What is the title of the person to whom the coordinator reports? 
President 
Vice President/Dean of Academic Affairs 
Asastant or Associate Vice President/Dean of Academic Affairs 
Vice President/Dean of Student Affairs 
Assistant or Associate Vice President/Dean of Student Affairs 
Dean of a College 
Other, please spedfy 
_ Under 1,000 
1,000-2,499 
2,5004,999 
1 
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6. Does your institution have a written policy statement on academic advising? 
_ Yes 
No 
7. Which of the following elements are detailed in the statement on academic advising (check all 
that apply)? 
Philosophy of advising 
Goals of advising 
Delivery strategies 
Responsibilities of advisors 
Selection of advisors 
Responsibilities of advisees 
Training of advisors 
Evaluation of advisors 
Recognition/reward for advisors 
Other, please specify 
8. Does your institution regularly evaluate the overall effectiveness of your advising program? 
_ Yes 
No 
9. Carefully consider the following statements and check Ae one statement which most closely 
describes the organization of advising on your campus. The choice of just one for the entire 
campus may be difficult, but it is important that you choose only one. 
1. All students are assigned to an instructional faculty member for advising. 
2. All students are assigned to an instructional faculty member for advising. There is an 
advising office which provides general academic information and referral for students, 
but all advising transactions must be approved the student's faculty advisor. 
3. There is an advising office which advises a specific group of students, e.g., undecided, 
underprepared, non-traditional. All other students are assigned to academic units 
and/or faculty for advising. 
4. Each student has two advisors. A number of die instructional faculty advises the 
student on matters related to the major. An advisor in an advising office advises 
students on general requirements, procedures, and policies. 
5. Staff in an administrative unit are responsible for advising ALL students for a 
specified period of time and/or until specific requirements have been met. After 
meeting those requirements, students are assigned to a member of the instructional 
faculty for advising. 
6. Each school, college, or division widun the institution has established a unit which is 
responsible for advising. 
7. Advising for all students from point of enrollment to point of departure is done by 
staff in a centralized advising unit. 
2 
132 
SECTION 2 
ADVISING IN THE ACADEMIC UNIT OR DEPARTMENT 
Complete this section ONLY if some or all of the advising which takes place in your institution is 
done in the academic units (departments). 
Your are asked to check the extent to which the following items apply to academic unite (departments) 
on your campus. When checking your response, please use "MOST' if it applies to at least two-
thirds-but not all-of the departments, "SOME' for those situations that apply to more than a few but 
less than most, and "FEW" if it applies to only about one-third or less of the academic units or 
departments at your institution. 
10. Students are required to contact their advisor on the following occasions: 
This applies to 
ALL MOST SOME FEW NO 
academic units 
Class scheduling/registration 
Adding a class 
Dropping/Withdrawing from a class 
Declaring a major 
Changing a major 
Following a report of unsatisfactory 
progress 
Approval of graduation plans 
Withdrawing from school 
Other, please 
specify 
11. The following people serve as academic advisors: 
This applies to 
ALL MOST SOME FEW NO 
academic units 
Department heads 
Non-instructional personnel 
Instructional faculty 
Paraprofessionals (graduate assistants, 
practicum students, individuals 
hired during peak advising times) 
Peers (undergraduate students) 
Other, please specify 
3 
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ADVISING IN THE ACADEMIC UNIT OR DEPARTMENT, continued 
Complete this section ONLY if some or all of the advising which takes place in your institution is 
done in the academic units (departments). 
Your are asked to check the extent to which the following items apply to academic units (departments) 
on your campus. When checking your response, please use "MOST" if it applies to at least two-
thirds-but not all-of the departments, "SOME" for those situations tftat apply to more than a few but 
less than most, and 'TEW" if it applies to only about one-third or less of the academic units or 
departments at your institution. 
12. During an academic term the number of advising contacts between advisors and advisees is: 
This applies to 
ALL MOST SOME FEW NO 
academic units 
3 - 5  
6 or more 
13. The number of students assigned to each advisor is: 
This applies to 
ALL MOST SOME FEW NO 
academic units 
Less than 20 
20-40  
More than 40 
14. Formal methods used to evaluate advisors include: 
This applies to 
ALL MOST SOME FEW NO 
academic units 
Student evaluation 
Self-evaluation 
Performance review by supervisor 
Peer review 
Other, please 
specify 
15. The following group advising formats are available to students: 
This applies to 
ALL MOST SOME FEW NO 
academic units 
Credit or non-credit courses 
Workshops or seminars 
Small group meetings during orienta­
tion or registration 
Other, please 
specify 
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ADVISING IN THE ACADEMIC UNIT OR DEPARTMENT, continued 
Complete this section ONLY if some or all of the advising which takes place in your institution is 
done in the academic units (departments). 
Your are asked to check the extent to which the following items apply to academic units (departments) 
on your campus. When checking your response, please use "MOST' if it applies to at least two-
thirds-but not all-of the departments, "SOME" for those situations that apply to more than a few but 
less than most, and 'TEW* if it applies to only about one-third or less of the academic units or 
departments at your institution. 
16. Faculty become academic advisors under the following circumstances: 
This applies to 
ALL MOST SOME FEW NO 
academic units 
They volunteer. 
They meet certain selection criteria. 
They are required to advise. 
Other, please 
specify 
17. Mandatory training programs are offered for advisors: 
This applies to 
ALL MOST SOME FEW NO 
academic units 
Yes 
No 
18. Training programs for advisors include: 
This applies to 
ALL MOST SOME FEW NO 
academic units 
A workshop of one day or less 
A workshop of more than one day 
A series of short workshops through­
out the year 
Method varies by advisor 
Other, please specify 
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ADVISING IN THE ACADEMIC UNIT OR DEPARTMENT, continued 
Complete this section ONLY if some or all of the advising which takes place in your institution is 
done in the academic units (departments). 
Your are asked to check the extent to which the following items apply to academic units (departments) 
on your campus. When checking your response, please use "MOST" if it applies to at least two-
thirds-but not all-of the departments, "SOME' for those situations that apply to more than a few but 
less than most, and 'TEW if it applies to only about one-third or less of the academic units or 
departments at your institution. 
19. The following topics are included in training for advisors: 
This applies to 
ALL MOST SOME FEW NO 
academic units 
Academic regulations, policies, and 
registration procedures 
Campus referral sources 
Counseling skills 
Interview skills 
Career and employment information 
Use of information sources (admissions 
test results, transcripts) 
Decision-making skills 
Importance of the academic advising 
Definition of advising 
Other, please 
specify 
20. Advisors are rewarded for advising in these ways: 
This applies to 
ALL MOST SOME FEW NO 
academic units 
Released time from instruction 
Released time from committee work 
Released time from research expecta-
Salary increments for time spent in 
advising 
A major consideration in tenure and 
promotion decisions 
A minor consideration in tenure and 
promotion dedaons 
Awards for excellence in advising 
Other, please 
specify 
No formal recognition or reward for 
advising 
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ADVISING IN THE ACADEMIC UNIT OR DEPARTMENT, continued 
Complete this section ONLY if some or all of the advising which takes place in your institution is 
done in the academic units (departments). 
Your are asked to check the extent to which the following items apply to academic units (departments) 
on your campus. When checking your response, please use "MOST" if it applies to at least two-
thirds-but not all-of the departments, "SOME" for those situations that apply to more than a few but 
less than most, and "FEW if it applies to only about one-third or less of the academic units or 
departments at your institution. 
21. Advisors commit the following percentage of their time to advising responsibilities: 
This applies to 
ALL MOST SOME FEW NO 
academic units 
Not more than about 1% 
Between 1% and 5% 
5% -15% 
More lhan 15% 
22. Support or reference materials routinely provided to advisors include: 
This applies to 
ALL MOST SOME FEW NO 
academic units 
Aggregate data on student retention 
Advising handbook 
Employment outlook projections 
Computerized student academic prog­
ress reports 
Academic planning worksheets 
Forms for anecdotal records or con­
tracts 
Articulation worksheets or agreements 
between institutions 
Directory of campus refaral sources 
Other, please 
specify 
No materials are provided 
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ADVISING IN THE ACADEMIC UNTT OR DEPARTMENT, continued 
Complete this section ONLY if some or ail of the advising which takes place in your institution is 
done in the academic units (departments). 
Your are asked to check the extent to which the following items apply to academic units (departments) 
on your campus. When checking your response, please use "MOST" if it applies to at least two-
thirds-but not all-of the departments, "SOME* for those situations that apply to more than a few but 
less than most, and 'TEW if it applies to only about one-third or less of the academic units or 
departments at your institution. 
23. The following student information sources are routinely provided to advisors (check all that 
apply): 
This applies to 
ALL MOST SOME FEW NO 
academic units 
Admissions application 
High school transcript 
ACrr/SAT scores 
Non-testing information reported 
through ACT/SAT programs 
College transcript/grade reports 
Locally administered interest/ 
placement test 
Other, please 
specify 
SECTION 3 
ADVISING OFHCES 
Complete this section ONLY if your institution is best described by one of the following statements: 
A. All students are assigned to an instructional faculty member for advising. There is an 
advising office which provides general academic information and referral for students, 
but all advising transactions must be approved the student's faculty advisor. 
B. There is an advising office which advises a specific group of students, e.g., undecided, 
undeiprepared, non-braditional. All other students are assigned to academic units 
and/or faculty for advising. 
C. Each student has two advisors. A member of Ae instructional faculty advises the 
student on matters related to the major. An advisor in an advising office advises 
students on general requirements, procedures, and policies. 
D. Staff in an administrative unit are responsible for advising ALL students for a specified 
period of time and/or until specific requirements have been met. After meeting those 
requirements, students are assigned to a member of the instructional faculty for advising. 
E. Each school, college, or division within the institution has established a unit which is 
responsible for advising. 
F. Advising for all students from point of enrollment to point of departure is done by staff 
in a centralized advising unit 
8 
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Complete this section ONLY if your institution is best described by one of the following statements: 
A. All students are assigned to an instructional faculty member for advising. There is an 
advising office which provides general academic information and referral for students, 
but all advising transactions must be approved the student's faculty advisor. 
B. There is an advising office which advises a specific group of students, e.g., undecided, 
underprepared, non-traditional. All other students are assigned to academic units 
and/or faculty for advising. 
C. Each student has two advisors. A member of the instructional faculty advises the 
student on matters related to the major. An advisor in an advising office advises 
students on general requirements, procedures, and policies. 
O. Staff in an administrative unit are responsible for advising ALL students for a specified 
period of time and/or until specific requirements have been met. After meeting those 
requirements, students are assigned to a member of tihe instructional faculty for advising. 
E. Each school, college, or division within the institution has established a unit which is 
responsible for advising. 
F. Advising for all students from point of enrollment to point of departure is done by staff 
in a centralized advising unit. 
24. Students are required to contact the advising office on the following occasions (check all that 
apply): 
Class scheduling/registration 
When changing class registration 
When declaring a major 
When changing a major 
Following a report of unsatisfactory progress 
Before withdrawing from the institution 
For approval of a graduation plan 
Other, please specify 
Contact is not a requirement 
25. The average frequency of contact between staff or the advising office and advisees during an 
academic term is: 
_ 0-1 
__ 2 
3 - 5  
6 or more 
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Complete this section ONLY if your institution is best described by one of the following statements: 
A. All students are assigned to an instructional faculty member for advising. There is an 
advising office which provides general academic information and referral for students, 
but all advising transactions must be approved the student's faculty advisor. 
B. There is an advising office which advises a specific group of students, e.g., undecided, 
underprepared, non-traditional. All other students are assigned to academic units 
and/or faculty for advising. 
C. Each student has two advisors. A member of the instructional faculty advises the 
student on matters related to the major. An advisor in an advising office advises 
students on general requirements, procedures, and policies. 
D. Staff in an administrative unit are responsible for advising ALL students for a specified 
period of time and/or until specific requirements have been met. After meeting those 
requirements, students are assigned to a member of tihe instructional faculty for advising. 
E. Each school, college, or division within the institution has established a unit which is 
responsible for advising. 
F. Advising for all students from point of enrollment to point of departure is done by staff 
in a centralized advising unit. 
26. Are any of the student populations listed below provided special advising services that can be 
distinguished from the services provided for ail students (check all that apply)? 
Transfer 
Undecided 
Adult 
International 
Underprepared 
Persons with disabilities 
Preprofessional 
Honors 
Minority 
Athletes 
27. What are the responsibilities of your academic advising office and its coordinator/director 
(check all that apply)? 
Advising on General Education requirements 
Advising transfer students 
Advising underprepared students 
Advising undedded/exploratory students 
Evaluating transfer credit 
Establishing and maintaining advising records 
Certifying graduation clearance 
Freshman orientation 
Training advisors campus-wide 
Preparing registration instructions and materials 
Developing a campus-wide advising handbook 
Evaluating campus advising services 
Coordinating all advising on campus 
Other, please specify 
10 
ADVISING OFFICES, continued 
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Complete this section ONLY if your institution is best described by one of the following statements: 
A. All students are assigned to an instructional faculty member for advising. There is an 
advising office which provides general academic information and referral for students, 
but all advising transactions must be approved the student's faculty advisor. 
B. There is an advising office which advises a specific group of students, e.g., undecided, 
underprepared, non-traditional. All other students are assigned to academic units 
and/or faculty for advising. 
C. Each student has two advisors. A member of the instructional faculty advises the 
student on matters related to the major. An advisor in an advising office advises 
students on general requirements, procedures, and policies. 
D. Statf in an administrative unit are responsible for advising ALL students for a specified 
period of time and/or until specific requirements have been met. After meeting those 
requirements, students are assigned to a member of the instructional faculty for advising. 
E. Each school, college, or division witiun the institution has established a unit which is 
responsible for advising. 
F. Advising for all students from point of enrollment to point of departure is done by staff 
in a centralized advising unit. 
28. What is the approximate number of advisees assigned to each full-time equivalent advisor in 
your advising office? 
Fewer than 100 students 400-499 students 
100-199 students 500-599 students 
200-299 students 600-699 students 
300-399 students 700 or more students 
29. What methods are used to evaluate advisors (mark all that apply)? 
No formal methods 
Self-evaluation 
Student evaluation 
Performance review by supervisor 
Peer review 
Other, please specify 
30. Is the effectiveness of the advising office r^ularly evaluated? 
Yes 
_ No 
31. Which of the following is the primary provider of advising in your office (please check one)? 
Full-time advisors 
Part-time advisors 
Non-faculty advisors (those who have non-teaching roles) 
Faculty advisors (titose with teaching as a primary responsibility) 
Paraprofessional advisors (graduate assistants, practicum students, outside individuals 
hired for peak periods of demand) 
Peer advisors (undergraduate students) 
Other, please specify 
11 
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Complete this section ONLY if your institution is best described by one of the following statements: 
A. All students are assigned to an instructional faculty member for advising. There is an 
advising office which provides general academic information and referral for students, 
but all advising transactions must be approved the student's faculty advisor. 
B. There is an advising office which advises a specific group of students, e.g., undecided, 
underprepared, non-traditional. All other students are assigned to academic units 
and/or faculty for advising. 
C. Each student has two advisors. A member of the instructional faculty advises the 
student on matters related to the major. An advisor in an advising office advises 
students on general requirements, procedures, and policies. 
D. Staff in an administrative unit are responsible for advising ALL students for a spev...ed 
period of time and/or until specific requirements have been met. After meeting those 
requirements, students are assigned to a member of the instructional faculty for advising. 
E. Each school, college, or division widtin the institution has established a unit which is 
responsible for advising. 
F. Advising for all students from point of enrollment to point of departure is done by staff 
in a centralized advising unit. 
32. Which of the following advisors are also utilized in your advising office (mark all that apply)? 
Full-time advisors 
Part-time advisors 
Non-faculty advisors (those who have non-teaching roles) 
Faculty advisor (those with teaching as a primary responsibility) 
Paraprofessional advisors (graduate assistants, practicum students, outside individ­
uals hired for peak periods of demand) 
Peer advisors (undergraduate students) 
Other, please specify 
None 
33. Which of the following group advising formats are used by the advising office staff (check all 
that apply)? 
Credit or non-credit courses 
Workshops or seminars 
Small group meetings during orientation or registration 
Other, please specify 
Group advising not available 
34. Are training programs provided for advising office staff? 
Yes Yes No 
No (skip to question #36) 
35. Training programs offered for staff of the advising office include: 
A single workshop of one day or less 
A series of short workshops Aroughout the year 
A single workshop longer than a day 
Method varies by advisor 
Other, please spedfy 
12 
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Complete this section ONLY if your institution is best described by one of the following statements; 
A. All students are assigned to an instructional faculty member for advising. There is an 
advising office which provides general academic information and referral for students, 
but all advising transactions must be approved the student's faculty advisor. 
B. There is an advising office which advises a specific group of students, e.g., undecided, 
underprepared, non-traditional. All other students are assigned to academic units 
and/or faculty for advising. 
C. Each student has two advisors. A member of die instructional faculty advises the 
student on matters related to the major. An advisor in an advising office advises 
students on general requirements, procedures, and policies. 
O. Staff in an administrative unit are responsible for advising ALL students for a specified 
period of time and/or until specific requirements have been met. After meeting those 
requirements, students are assigned to a member of Ae instructional faculty for advising. 
E. Each school, college, or division within the institution has established a unit which is 
responsible for advising. 
F. Advising for all students from point of enrollment to point of departure is done by staff 
in a centralized adwing unit 
36. Check the topics included in advisor training 
Academic regulations, policies, and registration procedures 
Campus referral sources 
Counseling skills 
Interview skills 
Career and employment information 
Use of information source (admissions test results, transcripts) 
Decision-making skills 
Importance of the academic advising 
Definition of advising 
Other, please specify. 
37. Support or reference materials routinely provided to staff in the advising office include (check 
all that apply): 
Aggregate data on student retention 
___ Advising handbook 
Employment outlook projections 
Computerized academic progress reports 
Academic planning worksheet 
Forms for anecdotal records or contracts 
Articulation worksheets or agreements between institutions 
Directory of campus referral sources 
Other, please sp^afy 
No materials are provided 
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Complete this section ONLY if your institution is best described by one of the following statements: 
A. All students are assigned to an instructional faculty member for advising. There is an 
advising office which provides general academic information and referral for students, 
but all advising transactions must be approved the student's faculty advisor. 
B. There is an advising office which advises a spedAc group of students, e.g., undecided, 
underprepared, non-traditional. All other students are assigned to academic units 
and/or faculty for advising. 
C. Each student has two advisors. A member of the instructional faculty advises the 
student on matters related to the major. An advisor in an advising office advises 
students on general requirements, procedures, and policies. 
D. Staff in an administrative unit are responsible for advising ALL students for a specified 
period of time and/or until specific requirements have been met. After meeting those 
requirements, students are assigned to a member of the instructional faculty for advising. 
E. Each school, college, or division widun the institution has established a unit which is 
responsible for advising. 
F. Advising for all students from point of enrollment to point of departure is done by staff 
in a centralized advising unit. 
38. The following student information sources are routinely provided to advisors (check all that 
apply): 
Admissions application 
High school transcript 
ACT/SAT scores 
Non-testing information reported through ACT/SAT programs 
College transcript/grade reports 
Locally administered interest/placement test results 
None 
Other, please specify 
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SECTION 4 
OVERALL INSTITUTIONAL EFFECTIVENESS 
To Be Completed By All Respondents 
39. The following goals for advising programs have been established by the National Academic 
Advising Association (NACADA). Consider whether your current advising services are 
delivered/designed in such a way that these goals are successfully achieved for most students. 
Use the following scale to rate each goal. 
1 - Does not apply; no services have been implemented to address this goal 
2 - Achievement not very satisfactory 
3 - Achievement somewhat satisfactory 
4 - Achievement satisfactory 
5 - Achievement very satisfactory 
Assisting students in self-understanding and self-acceptance (value clarification, understanding 
abilities, interests, and limitations) 
Assisting students in their consideration of Ufe goals by relating interests, skills, abilities, and 
values to careers, the world or work, and the nature and purpose of higher education 
Assisting students in developing an educational plan consistent with life goals and objectives 
(alternative courses of action, alternate career considerations, and selection of courses) 
Assisting students in developing decision-making skills 
Providing accurate information about institutional policies, procedures, resources, and 
programs 
Making referrals to other institutional or community support services 
Assisting students in evaluation or réévaluation of progress toward established goals and 
educational plans 
Providing information about students to the institution, colleges, and/or academic depart­
ments 
40. Using a scale of 1 (very ineffective) to 5 (very effective), rate the overall effectiveness of your 
institution's advising program on each of the following variables. Please make certain that 
you provide only one rating for the entire advising program. 
1 2 3 4 5 
I 1 1 1- 1 
Very Very 
Ineff^ve Effective 
Providing for the advising needs of your students 
Providing advisors who are willing to participate in advising, have at least the basic skills 
necessary for adviâng, and have the time necessary to do an effective job of advising 
Identifying and selecting individuals to participate in advising 
Providing advisors witii timely and accurate information on their advisees 
Providing for communication among and between deans, department heads, advisors, and the 
coordinator of advising, if such a position exists 
Implementing a training program for advisors 
Providing advisor accountability, both to a hi^er level of authority and to advisees 
Providing appropriate levels of coordination, direction, and supervision 
Systematically evaluating both tfie advising program and advisors 
Recognizing/rewarding quality advising 
Meeting student needs when combined witit the expenditure of human and fiscal resources 
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For each of the last ten items, please assess the degree to which the effectiveness of this 
particular factor changed during the last five years. Mark the level of effectiveness that repre­
sents the situation today relative to that of five years ago. 
Providing for the advising needs of your students 
4 
-I-
Much Less 
Effective 
Less 
Effective 
No 
Change 
More 
Effective 
Much More 
Effective 
Providing advisors who are willing to participate in advising, have at least the basic skills 
necessary for advising, and have the time necessary to do an effective job of advising 
1 
I-
Much Less 
Effective 
• 1. • I-
Less 
Effective 
No 
Change 
More 
Effective 
5 
— I 
Much More 
Effective 
Identifying and selecting individuals to participate in advising 
Much Less 
Effective 
2 
1 — 
Less 
Effective 
No 
Change 
More 
Effective 
Much More 
Effective 
Providing advisors with timely and accurate information on their advisees 
Much Less 
Effective 
2 
1 — 
Less 
Effective 
3 
1_ 
No 
Change 
•I 
More 
Effective 
Much More 
Effective 
Providing for communication among and between deans, department heads, advisors, and the 
coordinator of advising, if such a position exists 
Much Less 
Effective 
Less 
Effective 
No 
Change 
Implementing a training program for advisors 
1 2 3 
Much Less 
Effective 
Less 
Effective 
No 
Change 
More 
Effective 
4 
-I-
More 
Effective 
Much More 
Effective 
Much More 
Effective 
Providing advisor accountability, both to a higher level of authority and to advisees 
I-
Much Less 
Effective 
• I-
4 
-I-
Less 
Effective 
No 
Change 
More 
Effective 
Much More 
Effective 
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For each of the last ten items, please assess the degree to which the effectiveness of this particular 
factor changed during the last five years. Mark the level of effectiveness that represents the 
situation today relative to that of five years ago. 
Providing appropriate levels of coordination, direction, and supervision 
1 2 3 4 5 
42. 
Much Less Less No More Much More 
Effective Effective Change Effective Effective 
Systematically evaluating both the advising program and advisors 
3 
- 1 - •I 
Much Less Less No More Much More 
Effective Effective Change Effective Effective 
Rewarding quality advising 
1 
I- •I 
Much Less Less No More Much More 
Effective Effective Change Effective Effective 
Meeting studoit needs when combined with the expenditure of human and fiscal resources 
1 
• I-
Much Less Less No More Much More 
Effective Effective Change Effective Effective 
Which of the following titles is closest to your own (Ae individual completing the question­
naire)? 
Director/Coordinator of Advising 
Director of Counseling 
Vice President/Dean of Academic Affairs 
Assistant Vice President/Dean of Academic Affairs 
Vice President/Dean of Student AfAurs 
Assistant Vice President/Dean of Student Affairs 
College Dean or Department Chairperson 
Other, please qpedfy 
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MEMBER INSTITUTIONS 1992 LEAGUE FOR INNOVATION 
IN THE COMMUNITY COLLEGE SYSTEM 
Established/ 
Founded 
1. Central Piedmont Community College, Charlotte, North 
Carolina 1963 
2. Cuyahoga Community College, Cleveland, Ohio 1963 
3. Dallas County Community College District, Dallas, Texas 1966 
4. Delta College, University Center, Michigan 1961 
5. Foothill-DeAnza Community College District, Los Altos 
Hills, California 1958 
6. Humber College of Applied Arts and Technology, Etobicoke, 
Ontario, Canada 1967 
7. Johnson County Community College, Overland Park, Kansas 1967 
8. Kern Community College District, Bakersfield, California 1913 
9. Kirkwood Community College, Cedar Rapids, Iowa 1966 
10. Lane Community College, Eugene, Oregon 1964 
11. Maricopa County Community Colleges, Phoenix, Arizona 1963 
12. Miami Dade Community College, Miami, Florida 1960 
13. Monroe Community College, Rochester, New York 1961 
14. Moraine Valley Community College, Palos Hills, Illinois 1967 
15. St. Louis Community College, St. Louis, Missouri 1963 
16. Santa Fe Community College, Gainesville, Florida 1966 
17. Seattle Community College, Seattle, Washington 1966 
18. Sinclair Community College, Dayton, Ohio 1924 
•Seattle • 
Community Colleges 
• Lane Community College 
Humber College of 
Applied Arts and Technology \ A t 
3 C^ /^ * Monroe Community College 
Moraine Valley , , 
Community College A j 
Delta College / 
[• FoolhiU-DeAnza Community College Dis,net college Central Piedmont 
Cuyahog^Conununity College 
• Sinclair Community College 
• Kern Community College District, ^ • 
' ° Johnson County * St. Louis 
Community College community college 
Community College 
• Maricopa County Community Colleges 
• Dallas County 
Community College 
District 
:.y 
Santa Fe 
Community College 
Miami Dade « ' 
Community College 
Table 1. Organization Across the Four Generations. 
Period Governance Role of Executive Role of Faculty Finance Facilities 
1900-1930 
1 
High School 
Extension 
1930-1950 
Junior 
College 
1950-1970 
3 
Community 
College 
Local school boards and 
state departments of educa­
tion. Codes of legislative 
and administrative law. 
Residual authority with 
school boards; manage­
ment by school administra­
tors. Decentralized. 
School administrator. Lit­
tle status in higher educa­
tion. Minor efforts to 
build "college" identity. 
Deference to state board in 
legislative affairs. 
Little distinction from 
high school role. Close su­
pervision by administra­
tors; rules and regulations. 
Little professional develop­
ment or faculty organiza­
tion. 
Extension of K-14 fund­
ing formulae based on 
ADE/FTE students. Local 
taxes and state foundation 
funds. Use of oil revenues 
from public domain. Un­
derfunded. 
Use of high school facili­
ties. Slow trend toward JC 
campus identity. Conver* 
sion of some high schools 
as first generation ended. 
Emergence of local JC 
trustee boards and special 
state monitoring agencies. 
Beginning of multicam-
pus districts. Primacy of 
local control under school 
model. 
Leaders for college iden­
tity and comprehensive 
programs. Developers: 
community support and 
capital funding. Shift 
away from school style of 
administration. 
University became the 
model for faculty with de­
mands for more role in 
welfare and academic mat­
ters. Some unionization. 
Little interest in peer eval­
uation and little profes­
sional development. 
Funding: 40-50 percent lo­
cal, 25-30 percent state 
foundation. 25-30 percent 
federal. No tuition or low 
fees. Still school funding 
patterns. Local bonds for 
construction. 
Trend toward separate JC 
campuses. West: modem 
college facilities. Educa­
tional specification with 
faculty participation. Use 
of business and military 
sites in some 
communities. 
Separate local CC boards 
or local agency control. 
CCs part of university in 
few states. State governing 
boards and state systems of 
higher education. More at­
tention to system govern­
ance. 
Builders. .New systems and 
colleges. University prepa­
ration for role. Much atten­
tion to state legislation 
and resource development. 
Leadership and manage­
ment styles more like 
university. 
Faculty senates, often es­
tablished under law. States 
move toward collective bar­
gaining. Initiatives in cur­
riculum and instruction. 
Organized state faculty 
groups with political 
influence. 
Separate CC funding us­
ing ADA/FTE formulae. 
Diverse state models. -New 
federal support and cate­
gorical state funds. Rise in 
fees and tuition. Stable 
funding. 
State-of-art planning for 
facilities. Great growth in 
many states with increased 
federal support. World-
class campuses used as 
community centers; new 
facilities for vocational 
and technical programs. 
1970-mid 
1980s 
Comprehensive 
Community 
College 
Governance conflict. In­
creased state authority; 
contract negotiations with 
faculty and staff. .Move to­
ward political model of 
governance. Efforts to 
delineate state-local 
responsibilities. 
Managers of scarce re­
sources. Political negotia­
tors. Role conflicts: faculty 
and trustees. Locals vs cos­
mopolitan leaders. Use of 
strategic planning. 
Collective bargaining. Or­
ganized and politically so­
phisticated. Seek primacy 
in academic and profes­
sional development af­
fairs. Senates survive 
collective bargaining. 
State models: (a) 1/3 tui­
tion, 1/3 local taxes. 1/3 
state; (b) state support and 
1/3 tuition; (c) no tuition 
with state and local fund­
ing. Tax rebellion. 
Retrenchment. 
Slowdown in growth ot 
new colleges. Outreach fa­
cilities developed; use of 
community sites. New 
learning centers. Begin­
ning of deferred main­
tenance. 
KO 
TmRé 2. Purpose. Programs, and Students Across the Four Generations. 
Mission Students Curriculum Support Services 
1900-1930 
High School 
Extension 
1950-1970 
Community 
College 
Extension of the public high 
school: lower-division courses and 
some vocational courses; remedia­
tion for matriculation standards. 
New students: access for students 
unprepared or unable to leave 
home. 
High school graduates not yet 
ready for university: 
• low CPA 
• course deficiency 
• family resources 
• personal needs 
Working students and those pre­
paring for employment. 
Regular school courses to make 
up deficiencies. "Parallel" univer­
sity lower-division courses, civic, 
liberal arts, limited vocational 
work, remediation. Few noncredit 
or community service courses. 
Limited counseling and advising. 
Vice-principal locus of student 
services. Focus: student activities, 
athletics, and discipline. Student 
decision making about education 
and career much less important 
than instruction. Little financial 
aid or job placement. 
1930-1950 Influence of national spokesper­
sons. Peoples' colleges. Beginning 
2 of a more comprehensive pro­
gram. Importance of student serv-
Junior ices. Some takeover of high school 
College vocational courses and programs. 
Near normative group of high 
school graduates. Second chance 
for young and mature adults. First 
generation students to higher edu­
cation. Most students declare ob­
jective to transfer: less than 1/3 
do. 
Increasing vocational preparation 
with development of technical 
and paraprofessional programs. 
More organized approach to reme­
diation. Curriculum makes sec­
ond chance possible for under-
prepared students. 
Student personnel concept: career 
and program guidance, personal 
counseling, and activity program 
viewed as co-curricula. Attention 
to student programming and 
placement in courses. Counseling 
veterans, close of generation. At­
tention to financial aid. 
Open door. New emphasis on ex­
tended day and on technical educa­
tion. Community college key to 
opportunity for those groups 
underrepresented in higher educa­
tion. Expansion of community 
services and counseling. 
"New students." Outreach to dis­
advantaged and mature adults. Ca­
reer orientation. Marked increase 
in ethnic and part-time students. 
Increased transfer rates with good 
outcomes. High percentage first 
admission of university eligibles. 
Four functions of CC now na­
tional pattern: transfer prepara­
tion. vocation/technical 
education, remediation, and guid­
ance. Some increase in commu­
nity services. 
Professionalization of student serv­
ices and counseling. New con­
cerns for university articulation 
and equality of access. Cocurricu-
lum more myth than reality. Bet­
ter staff for extended day 
programs. End of period: less at­
tention to student assessment and 
course placement. "Right to fail." 
1970-mid 
1980s 
Comprehensive 
Community 
College 
Mission ambiguity. Tilt toward 
noncredit programs and commu­
nity service. Nontraditional deliv­
ery: electronic learning centers. 
TV, "store front" sites, coopera­
tive education. Ideological con­
flicts abouC CC role. 
Something for all: 
• Mature adults 
• Reentry women 
• Underrepresented 
• Career renewers 
• Reverse transfers 
• On-job trainees 
• Joint high school enrollees 
Annareni decline; transfer and 
Growth of noncredii and com­
munity service programs, but 
transfer and occupational pro­
grams dominate Dropping enroll­
ments in liberal arts/humanities. 
Search for sharper definition of 
remediation. New concern for 
learner outcomes. 
Expansion and fragmentation of 
student services. Federal funding 
for affirmative action and finan­
cial aid. Decline in holistic coun­
seling. Under retrenchment, 
competition for funds. Move to­
ward categorical state fund for 
counseling. Renewal with in­
creased attention to assessment 
U1 
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Table 3. Relations with Others Across the Four Generations. 
Period With Schools With Vniversily With Government With Private Sector 
1900-1930 K-11. 
Common boards, teachers and fa-
I citilies wiih ilie schools. Use of 
school courses to make up matric-
lligli Sch(K)l Illation standards. New tensions 
Extension as JC seeks cnllrge identity. Local 
control derived from school 
heritage. 
Major university presidents con­
ceive jC. Bifurcated university. JC 
protects university from unquali­
fied students University influ­
ences (m instruction and course of 
study; has control ovei student 
transfer. Support from university. 
Modest recognition and funding. 
Early permissive legislation but 
no capital funding. Some use of 
oil revenues from public domain. 
First legislation enacted in Califor­
nia. Benign neglect of state system 
governance. 
Little assessment of needs of busi­
ness and labor. Modest placement 
activities but few efforts to articu­
late education with the work­
place. 
1930-1950 Breaking away from the schools. 
Fewer high school teachers em-
2 ployed. Tensions with schools 
about open door and second 
Juiiioi chance. Some reluctance in 
Q>llege schools to advise students to use 
JC for first admission. 
Improved articulation for transfer 
students. Some independence 
gained in lower-division program. 
Good transfer outcomes Begin­
ning ol state master planning for. 
higher education and system 
coordination. 
Junior college viewed as good so­
cial investment; alternative to over-
expansion of the university sector. 
Federal strpixnt for education of 
veterans and some for man|>ower 
retraining. 
Development of labor/manage­
ment advisory committees. Better 
placement programs and commu­
nity need assessment studies. Joint 
efforts to define level of technical 
programs for community colleges. 
About 25 percent of students with 
business majors. 
1950-1970 l egislation for separate commu­
nity college districts. Takeover of 
3 many adult and vocational pro­
grams from schools. Neglect or 
(Community breakdown of school college 
College ^liaison. 
State master plans: CCs part of 
state systems of higher education. 
New articulation agreements and 
provisions for transfer of students 
who have earned eligibility. High 
point in community college-
university relations. 
Vast supi>ort. Community college 
seen as way to solve social and eco­
nomic problems Growth encour­
aged on a national scale. Federal 
student financi:il aid. Many state 
funding formulae are enrollment 
driven. 
Active labor/management advi­
sory committees for vocational 
programs. CC level technical pro­
grams defined. Difficulties with 
apprenticeship programs in mat­
ters of standards and equal access. 
Improvements in career guidance 
and placement. Joint efforts to re­
form general education for career 
students. 
1970-mid 
1980s 
Comprehensive 
Community 
College 
Competition for adults. Improved 
articulation for vocational educa­
tion under legislation. Some joint 
enrollments of select students. 
The colleges join in elforts to im­
prove the preparation of high 
scluK)l students. 
Increased misunderstanding of 
contemfKirary CCs by university 
officials. Both institutions neglect 
articulation. New com|)etition for 
scarce state resources and for high 
school graduates. Questions about 
(onununity college truisfer 
piograms. 
Fear of overexpnnsion and con­
cerns about the comprehensive 
community college mission. 
Trends toward increased state au­
thority and loss of local tax funds. 
New attention to system govern­
ance and accountability and 
planning. 
Expansion in vocation and techni­
cal education. Period begins with 
development of cooperative educa­
tion programs, ends with expan­
sion of contract learning with 
business and industry. Relations 
with private sector primary focus 
of national community college 
leadership in the 1980s. 
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OCCASIONAL REPORTS—JUNIOR COLLEGE LEADERSHIP PROGRAM 
UCLA. 1961-1976 
1. Kintzer, F. C. (1961). Faculty handbooks in California public 
junior colleges. (Occasional Report No. 1). Los Angeles: UCLA 
Junior College Leadership Program. 
2. Kintzer, F. C. (1962). Board policy manuals in California public 
junior colleges. (Occasional Report No. 2). Los Angeles: UCLA 
Junior College Leadership Program. 
3. Anonymous. (1962). Institutional research in the junior college — 
A report of a conference. (Occasional Report No. 3). Los Angeles; 
UCLA Junior College Leadership Program. 
4. Kintzer, F. C. (1963). President's report in American junior 
colleges. (Occasional Report No. 4). Los Angeles: UCLA Junior 
College Leadership Program. 
5. Anonymous. (1964). Establishing junior colleges. (Occasional 
Report No. 5). Los Angeles: UCLA Junior College Leadership 
Program. 
6. Johnson, B. L. (1961). Islands of innovation. (Occasional Report 
No. 6). Los Angeles : UCLA Junior College Leadership Program. 
7. Johnson, B. L. (1965). New directions for instruction in the 
junior college. (Occasional Report No. 7). Los Angeles: UCLA 
Junior College Leadership Progreun. 
8. Johnson, B. L. (1966). The junior college library. (Occasional 
Report No. 8). Los Angeles: UCLA Junior College Leadership 
Program. 
9. Johnson, B. L. (1967). Systems approaches to curriculum and 
instruction in the open door college. (Occasional Report No. 9). 
Los Angeles: UCLA Junior College Leadership Program. 
10. Harlâcher, E. L. (1967). Effective junior college programs of 
community services; Rationale, guidelines, practices. (Occasional 
Report No. 10). Los Angeles: UCLA Junior College Leadership 
Program. 
11. Cohen, A. M. & Brawer, F. B. (1968). Focus on learning; Preparing 
teachers for the two-vear college. (Occasional Report No. 11). Los 
Angeles; UCLA Junior College Leadership Program. 
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12. Johnson, B. L. (1968). The experimental junior college. 
(Occasional Report No. 12). Los Angeles: UCLA Junior College 
Leadership Program. 
13. Johnson, B. L. (19679). The junior college president. (Occasional 
Report No. 13). Los Angeles: UCLA Junior College Leadership 
Program. 
14. Morgan, D. A. (1969). Perspectives of the community college 
presidency. (Occasional Report No. 14). Los Angeles: UCLA Junior 
College Leadership Program. 
15. Johnson, B. L. (1970). The improvement of junior college 
instruction. (Occasional Report No. 15). Los Angeles: UCLA Junior 
College Leadership Program. 
16. Johnson, B. L. (1971). The junior college board of trustees. 
(Occasional Report No. 16). Los Angeles: UCLA Junior College 
Leadership Program. 
17. Johnson, B. L. (1972). Toward educational development in the 
community junior college. (Occasional Report No. 17). Los Angeles: 
UCLA Junior College Leadership Program. 
18. Kintzer, P. C. (1973). Community junior colleges and universities: 
Partners in higher education. (Occasional Report No. 18). Los 
Angeles: UCLA Junior College Leadership Program. 
19. Kintzer, P. C. (1974). Community continuing education: 
Alternative approaches to responsibility. (Occasional Report No. 
19). Los Angeles : UCLA Junior College Leadership Program. 
20. Kintzer, F. C. (1975). Community colleges: Educational future in 
a changing environment. (Occasional Report No. 20). Los Angeles: 
UCLA Junior College Leadership Program. 
21. Kurtzman, D. B. (Compiled by) (1976). Community college, library, 
general education and... an annotated bibliography of the 
publications of B. Lamar Johnson. 1932-1974. (Occasional Report No. 
21). Los Angeles : UCLA Junior College Leadership Program. 
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ROLE OF THE LEAGUE REPRESENTATIVE 
The benefits of League membership are directly related to the leadership 
and participation of the League Representative. 
Responsibilities of League Representatives include: 
a. Internal liaison for League activities 
b. External liaison with other member institutions, other 
agencies, and the League office 
c. Duplication and dissemination of League materials from the 
League office 
d. Identification of ideas, resources, and personnel for League 
projects and conferences 
e. Hosting visiting League members. League office staff, and 
League activities 
f. Participation in conferences, workshops, and annual meetings 
g. Preparation of reports and surveys for member institutions and 
the League office 
The League Representative is a coordinator of League activities at the 
local level. The benefits of League membership depend in great part on 
the opportunity the League Representative has to participate in and 
contribute to League activities. 
The following criteria are suggested for League Representatives for those 
member institutions wishing to receive maximum benefits from League 
membership: 
a. League Representatives should be designated who have clear 
visibility in the college or district as able and highly 
respected staff members. 
b. League Representatives should be in positions that allow 
direct and frequent interaction with the chief executive 
officer in the college district. 
c. League Representatives should place high priority on League 
activities for their institution and should be enthusiastic 
and supportive of the League. 
d. League Representatives should be provided sufficient clerical 
support to carry out their League responsibilities. 
155 
e. League Representatives should be provided sufficient time to 
allow them to carry out their League responsibilities. 
(Revised 4/87) 
League for Innovation in the Community College 
156 
LEAGUE FOR INNOVATION IN THE COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
MEMBERSHIP SELECTION AND REVIEW CRITERIA 
The League for Innovation in the Community College is an organization of 
selected institutions whose Board of Directors consists of the chief 
executive officers of the member institutions. Unlike elected boards of 
other educational associations where membership changes routinely, a 
League Board Member serves for as long as he or she remains the chief 
executive officer of a League member institution. Membership is by 
invitation. 
To be considered for new or continuing membership, a college must show 
evidence of the following criteria: 
a. Institutional excellence and effectiveness. 
b. Innovative and experimental programs and practices in a variety of 
areas. 
c. Institutional stability. 
d. A higB quality of resources to share with member colleges. 
e. A high quality of leadership exhibited by the chief executive 
officer, key administrators and faculty, and members of the board of 
trustees. 
f. A strong commitment on the part of the chief executive officer and 
board of trustees to full participation in League programs and 
activities, and for members being considered for continuing 
membership evidence of full participation, including leadership for 
programs and activities. 
g. Willingness and ability to incur the necessary expenditure of funds 
and staff time. 
h. National or state recognition that the institution meets these 
criteria. 
In addition, members of the Board must be able to interact as peers in an 
informal, collégial environment. Members must trust and respect one 
another, and they must be able to communicate candidly and confidentially 
about issues and problems facing their own institutions, as well as 
community colleges in general. New members will be selected to insure 
that the special climate and culture of the League are continued. 
When it is feasible, the League will add members to achieve diversity by 
geography, type of institution, and student population served. 
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REVIEW OF MEMBERSHIP WHEN THE CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER 
LEAVES THE INSTITUTION 
a. The Board has approved the following policy: When a current Board 
Member no longer serves as the chief executive officer of a member 
institution, the membership of that institution reverts to the 
League. The Board then decides whether to extend an invitation of 
membership. An affirmative vote of 50 percent plus one of the 
members of the Board shall be necessary to extend an invitation to 
membership at each step of the review process. 
After three years, if institutions that have not been invited to 
continue their membership state a desire to be reconsidered, and if 
a vacancy or vacancies exist(s) in the League at that time, the 
applications of such institutions will be given consideration for 
League membership. 
b. The Board has confirmed the following two-step process: 
Step 1: Upon the announcement of the resignation of a member CEO of 
an institution, the Board will consider the eligibility of the 
institution for continued membership in the League. 
Step 2: If the Board votes to extend to the institution an 
invitation to apply for continued membership, the Membership 
Committee and the Executive Director will make a site visit to 
determine the institution's eligibility for an interest in 
continuing membership in the League soon after the new CEO is 
selected and assumes his or her duties. 
Procedures for Implementing Step i of the Review Process: 
1.) When the League office learns of the announcement of the 
resignation of a member CEO, the Executive Director, in 
consultation with the President of the League, will review the 
circumstances regarding the transition of leadership of the 
institution under consideration and will determine the 
appropriate institutional representative with whom to initiate 
the review process, as well as the appropriate time sequence. 
The Executive Director will contact the appropriate 
institutional representative to determine the interest of the 
institution in being considered for membership. The 
institution will indicate its interest in being considered for 
membership by preparing a written self-evaluation regarding 
its eligibility for membership using the membership criteria 
as a guide. The executive Director will send the written 
self-evaluation to members of the Board and ask for their vote 
on whether or not to extend an invitation to the institution 
to apply for continued membership in the League. Board 
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Members will be urged to review the institution's membership 
activities with their League Representatives. 
2.) If there is an affirmative vote of fifty percent plus one of 
the members of the Board, the institution will receive an 
invitation to apply for membership. If the institution 
accepts the League's invitation to apply, then step two of the 
review process will be implemented. 
3.) If the Board votes not to extend an invitation to apply for 
membership; 
a.) The president of the League will write the institution 
immediately and will copy all Board Members. 
b.) A record of the individual votes will be maintained in 
the League office and will be available to Board Members 
upon request. 
c.) The membership of the institution will expire at the end 
of the period for which institutional dues have been 
paid. Upon mutual agreement, the member institution may 
complete participation in any activities in which it is 
playing a significant role. 
d.) An institution may request a reimbursement of dues 
prorated from the date of the vote. The institution 
will not be entitled to payment of any other funds. 
Procedures for Implementing Step 2 o£ the Review Process; 
1.) If, on the basis of the site visit, the Membership Committee 
recommends membership and the Board approves the 
recommendation, the institution continues as a member in good 
standing. 
2.) If the Membership Committee recommends not to extend an 
invitation of membership, and the Board approves, the 
procedures outlined in Section 2, 3a through 3d apply. 
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LEAGUE FOR INNOVATION IN THE COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
CHANGES IN MEMBERSHIP—1968 TO 1989 
CHARTER MEMBERS 
Dallas County Junior College 
District 
Delta College 
Foothill Junior College District 
Kern Junior College District 
Junior College District of St. 
Louis-St. Louis County 
Santa Fe Junior College 
CURRENT MEMBERS 
Dallas County community College 
District 
Delta College 
Foothill-DeAnza Community College 
District 
Kern Community College District 
St. Louis Community College District 
Santa Fe Community College 
Chicago City College 
Los Angeles City Junior College 
District 
Los Rios Junior College District 
Orange Coast Junior College 
District 
Peralta Junior College District 
Seattle Community College 
Central Piedmont Community College 
Cuyahoga Community College 
Humber College of Applied Arts and 
Technology 
Johnson County Community College 
Kirkwood Community College 
Lane Community College 
Maricopa Community Colleges 
Miami-Dade Community College 
Monroe Community College 
Moraine Valley Community College 
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LEAGUE FOR INNOVATION IN THE COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
MINORITY REPRESENTATION 
Number of women and minority CEOs in League colleges compared to 
national data: 
National* League for Innovation 
Women 
107 of 1,2222 — 8.7% 5 of 46** — 10.8% 
Black 
27 of 1,2222 — 2.2% 6 of 46 — 13% 
Hispanic 
9 of 1,2222 — .7% 2 of 46 — 4.3% 
Data are not readily available on minorities served in League 
colleges, but most of the League member institutions serve 
significant numbers of minority students, including St. Louis, 
Cuyahoga, Miami-Dade, Dallas, Maricopa, and Central Piedmont. Of 
all institutions of higher education in the United States enrolling 
Black students, three League colleges are among the top ten with 
Cuyahoga Community College enrolling the most. Miami-Dade Community 
College enrolls more Hispanic students than any other institution of 
higher education in the United States. 
*Data from AACJC's Futures Commission. 
*16 member institution CEOs plus 29 campus CEOs of multi-campus member 
districts. 
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REVIEW OF MEMBERSHIP OF CURRENT MEMBERS WHEN THE 
CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER REMAINS OFFICE 
One-third (1/3) of the Board of Directors of the League, by written 
request to the President, may at any time request to have the membership 
of an institution in the League reviewed by the Board. Such written 
petitions must be received by members of the Board at least 45 days prior 
to a scheduled meeting of the Board of Directors. 
Upon receipt of such written notice, the President will schedule 
consideration of the membership of the institutions for which review has 
been requested. The President will notify the CEO of the institution of 
the petition. The CEO may prepare a written statement of how the 
institution meets the membership criteria and may make a presentation to 
the Board at its next meeting. 
The CEO of the institution being reviewed would not be present for the 
discussion, but would be eligible to vote. An affirmative vote of fifty 
percent plus one of the members of the Board shall be necessary to 
continue membership of the institution being considered. 
Procedures ^or Implementing a Review of Current Members; 
a.) If the Board votes to continue membership, the institution 
will continue membership in good standing. 
b.) If the Board votes to discontinue membership of the 
institution, the process outlined under Section 2. 3a through 
3d above will be implemented. 
Circumstances not covered by these policies and procedures will be dealt 
with as determined by the Executive Committee. 
Notes: 
1. Fifty percent plus one means fifty percent plus one of the Board 
Members eligible to vote whether present for a Board Meeting or not. 
2. Board Members eligible to vote are the CEOs of institutions that are 
members of the League. The CEO of an institution being considered 
for membership is not eligible to vote until the institution has 
satisfactorily completed the two-step review process. 
3. Interim or acting CEOs may participate in all League activities, but 
may not vote. 
4. A "new CEO" (Section 2b) is not the interim or acting CEO. 
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5. A legal letter has been developed for the President of the League to 
use to inform a member institution that the institution is not being 
invited to continue membership. 
6. In the case of an institution not invited to continue membership, 
the League office will work with the former League Representative or 
appropriate officer to transfer any League activities and programs 
to appropriate locations. 
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The League has a long history of commitment and service to women and 
minority staff and students in community colleges. All programs of 
the League have encouraged participation from these groups, and all 
of the products of projects have benefitted women and minority staff 
and students. 
Examples of specific projects for women and minorities include: 
a. An Institute for Implementing a Systems Approach to 
Instruction Within Community Colleges with High Minority 
Enrollments—Sixty League community college faculty members 
participated in this special two-week institute to improve 
their instructional approaches with minority students. 
b. National Forum for Community College women—Hosted with the 
American Council on Education for a group of selected 
community college women administrators with potential for 
becoming leaders, this was the first conference of its kind in 
the nation. 
c. The Institute for Leadership Development—The Institute has 
provided week-long intensive workshops for over 700 community 
college women to help them to examine their abilities, 
interests, and skills to become community college 
administrators. 
d. Integrating Women's Studies into the Curriculum-—A Project for 
the Western States Program on Women in the Curriculum designed 
to integrate women's studies into the curriculum at selected 
community colleges was funded by the Ford foundation. 
e. Xhe Underprepared Student Project—The Board has placed 
priority on meeting the needs of underprepared students 
through special projects, publication, and conferences. The 
activities are too numerous to detail. 
f. The Kellogg Leadership Project—The project is specifically 
designed to support the development of community college 
leaders, particularly women and minorities. In the first 
year, the project has made special grants to AACJC's National 
Council on Black American Affairs, National Community College 
Hispanic Council and the American Association of Women in 
Community and Junior Colleges. 
The criteria for membership are self-imposed and were unanimously 
approved by the members of the Board on May 12, 1984 (revised, 
September 28, 1988). All procedures for reviewing membership and 
all actions regarding membership have been approved by a majority of 
the Board. 
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LEAGUE FOR INNOVATION IN THE COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
EXPANSION OF THE INNOVATION FOCUS 
1968 > 1975 
Instructional Development 
Curriculum Development 
Faculty Summer Seminars Abroad 
1975 > 1980 
Social Issues: 
Health 
Energy 
Environment 
Productivity 
1980 —> 1987 
Leadership 
International Education 
Information Technology 
Teaching and Learning 
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LEAGUE ALLIANCES 
1978-1987 
University of California at Berkeley 
The University of Texas at Austin 
Lawrence Berkeley Laiboratory 
Harvard Business School 
American Association of Community and Junior Colleges 
American Association of Women in Community and Junior Colleges 
National Community College Hispanic Council 
National Council for Student Development 
National Council on Black American Affairs 
Presidents' Academy 
American Association for Higher Education 
Educational Testing Services 
National Center for Higher Education Management Systems 
American Council on Education 
National Association of Student Personnel Administrators 
American College Personnel Association 
The National Institute for Staff and Organizational Development 
Association of Canadian Community Colleges 
North Central Accrediting Association 
National Post-Secondary Alliance 
Western States Program on Women in the Curriculum 
Education Development Center, Inc. 
H. B. J. Media Systems 
Kansas City Regional Council for Higher Education 
Computer Partners: 
ACT 
AT&T 
American Interactive Media, Inc. 
Apple Computer 
The College Board 
Control Data Corporation 
Digital Equipment Corporation 
Honeywell Bull 
IBM 
Information Associates 
Sony Corporation of America 
THOUGHTware 
Resource Control Systems 
UNISYS 
ROLM Corporation 
Deltak Corporation 
Midwest systems Group/Burroughs 
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LEAGUE FOR INNOVATION IN THE COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
FINANCIAL SUPPORT 
League Financial Support 
1968-1987 
Source 
No. of 
Projects Amount 
1968-1972; Foundations 
Federal Agencies 
5 
6 
620,510 
377.305 
997,815 
1973-1977! Federal Agencies 
Foundations 
9 
1 
448,725 
360.480 
809,205 
1978-1982: 
1983-1987: 
Federal Agencies 
Foundations 
Republic of Mexico 
Colleges 
Trade Associations 
Non-Profit Organizations 
Corporations 
Foundations 
Federal Agencies 
Republic of Mexico 
11 
4 
1 
3 
3 
3 
18 
3 
5 
1 
$ 1,593,255 
524,200 
404,427 
382,444 
62,682 
62.395 
S 3,029,403 
$ 3,430,118* 
2,034,750 
518,005 
139.750 
$ 6,122,623 
TWENTY YEAR TOTAL: $10,959,046* 
* Does not include $15 million from Digital, Information Associates, and 
Maricopa Community Colleges. 
